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PREFACE. . 


INCE the publication of CAI Reasovs, eight pieces hav? 

been sent out, by the Baptists, intended, IL suppose, as answers 

to mine. Five of these, being anonymous, I considered unworthy 

attention; of the other three I shall take some notice; but prinei - 

pally of Dr. Jenkins, (as being a professed answerer), taking Mr. 
Kinghorn as I proceed, with a few quotations from My. Paice. 

It seems to be, in this instance, the humour of the Baptists to 


east each other into the back-ground. | Dr. Jenkins having menti- 


oned three small pieces, says of them, that they have not appear- 
ed to him calculated so much to make impressions in favour of the 
Baptists, as to create a suspicion that they have nothing better to 
offer ;. or to weary the patience of their readers, that when a pro- 
ſessed reply This own he means] comes out, they may be tired of 
the dispute, and not give it a perusal. Thus, the Doctor. views 
them as lumber ;- and so they really are. 

But in what light the Doctor's piece was considered by the = 


tists, I could never learn, till I went to London to put my remarks 


upon it into the press. There, indeed, I soon found that some, 
hose sentiments I had an opportunity of knowing, were much 


inclined to put him into the shade; and to serve him as he had done 


the Native of New York, and the plain Country Man. Under- 
standing I had directed my attack principally against him, some 
would have had me answer Mr. Kinghorn; others thought I should 
have replied to Mr. Anonymous; but none seemed pleased that I 
had answered Dr. Jenkins. Among the rest, there was one, and 
he a great man, who was pleased to observe, that I did nothing 


unless I answered Mr. Dore's anonymous author. In short, I 


was almost persuaded to pity and despise the Doctor, and to be 
angry at myself: ta pity him as a man — to despise him as an au- 
thor—and to be angry with myself for spending time upon a Fort 
less piece. 


But this anonymous ode which a great man said 1 should | 


have answered, is the most ridiculous of all the eight. The author 
pretends to produce an explicit command for female cemmunion z 


but the absurdity of his pretence must strike any one, who observes 


how 
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how he reasons, infers, compares, and ZR EX VE through more than 
thirty pages. If an explicit law could have been produeed, he need 
not have written nine lines; whereas this author has written abou* 
nine hundred. Ridiculous as the whole piece is, this certainly may 
be learned from it, thai a command may be considered as explicit 
though it require a discussion of thirty-one pages, in length, to 
make it out. And if so, I see no reason at all to contend abort 
the term -xplicit;” for if it be taken in the Baptist's sense, it sig - 
niſies nothing more than that which may be evinced by reasoning, 
analogy, and inference. 

The Dactor relates an anecdote. p. 3, in which, as in most, there 
is something true —something false —and something ambiguous, 
I will just repeat, and leave it. © He followed,” says he, “ a Bap- 
tist minister into the yestry, and gave him a formal challenge, to 
dispute publicly on the subject of baptism.“ [This is true, if in- 
Stead of publicly, we say, before a few select Friends.“ 1 “ The 
mi nister inquiring, whether he meant it should be upon a stage, 
after the manner of pugilists? was answered, It must be public,” 
LI do not believe the terms (stage, or pugilists,“ were men- 
tioned. ] © The minister inquiring, whether it would not be better 
to call at his house? was answered, No; it must be a public dis- 

pute. [This is false, for I instantly gave him my address; and 
when I found he had forgotten it, I gave it him a second time, in 
writing; but he never came.] * The minister, to his very great 
surprise, heard, in a few weeks, that Mr. E. had professed him- 
self converted to the duty of believer's baptism. [This is true; 
save only that, in place of the words a few weeks,” the reader 
must put thirteen calendar months.] So much wor't the ancc» 
dote—it i is the only personal thing I shall notice. 

T have only to observe to the reader, that he has to expect only 
brief notes; and I have made them as short as I well could, it 
being my fixed design to shorten, rather than lengthen out a debate. 
May it be our happiness to know the truth as it is in Jesus Christ, 


and to love it! and when we cannot agree with others, to differ | 


from them charitably, and in perſect good humour, | 
N ms Sept. 22, 1796, ps, | 8 5 
. | Far 
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CRITICAL REMARKS ON DR.JENKINS'S MIS. 
TAKES IN HIS THREE FIRST LETTERS, 


CA. 
N my introduction I laid down a fair ſtate- 


ment of the queſtion, between thoſe who 


are uſually called Bapriſts and Pædobaptiſts. 
This was done in five theſes, the reſult of 
which I expreſſed in the following words :— 


That both parties agree about adult en 
that when a Baptiſt has proved adult bap- 


tim, he has proved nothing againſt: a Pædo- 
baptiſt—that the only queſtion between them 


being this, are infants fit ſubjects of baptiſm, 
or, are they not? It is evident that thoſe paſ- 


ages of Scripture, which prove adult bap- 
iſm, will not anſwer this queſtion ; and, 
that arguments for and againſt being com- 
pared, that ſide is the true one, on which they 


preponderate. For a view of the whole 1 


muſt refer the reader to Candid Reaſons, 
b. 1—6. 7 


On this e ent, the Doctor thinks pro- 


per to differ from me, and objects 9770 f | 


to my ſecond theſis ; affirming, that it“ di 
covers a degree ot. inaccuracy, it not dupli- 
3 1 city.“ 
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„„ 
city.” The theſis, to which he objects is 
this: © As this inquiry lies between Pædo- 
baptiſts and Antipædobaptiſts, it will be pro- 
per to give the ſentiments of each. Anti- 


pædobaptiſts conſider thoſe as meet ſubjects 


of baptiſm, who are ſuppoſed to poſſeſs faith 


1n Chriſt, and thoſe only. Pædobaptiſts agree 


with them in this, that believers are proper 
ſubjects of baptiſm; but deny that ſuch only 
are proper ſubjects. They think that, toge- 
ther with ſuch believing adults, who have not 


yet been baptized, their infants have a right | 


to baptiſm as well as their parents.“ —Since, 
therefore, it muſt be evident, that no ſenti- 
ments could be more fairly ſtated, I ſhall only 
ſet down the Doctor's objection, with two or 
three notes upon it, in crotchets, and then lay 
down four propoſitions, which will effectually 
remove his miſtake.”  _- 1 
The Doctor objects, in p. 5, and ſays, * Now 
would not a curſory and uninſtructed reader 
imagine, upon the face of this repreſentation, 
that Pædobaptiſts have no diſpute at all with 
the Baptiſts, about the baptiſm of any adult 
believers, (and very juſtly], but agree that all 
ſuch ſhould be baptized certainly, if not 
before baptized]. It turns out, however, 
that he does not mean believers in a common 
and unqualified ſenſe, {nor do the Baptiſts 


mean ſuch}, but that ſuch believing adults, 


who have not yet been baptized, are the pro- 
per ſubjects he refers to, [ undoubtedly, r 
n . 
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vould the Baptiſts themſelves baptize any 
other]. But will that prove the Baptiſts and 
Pædobaptiſts to be agreed, and of one mind, 
'on the article of adult baptiſm, '| without a 
doubt it will], and that the latter hold adult 
baptiſm as well as theformer, [moſt certainly]? 
Does he not know that, beſides the queſtion, 
have infants a right to baptilm ? there is an- 
other, whether adult believers without excep- 
tion | without ry Pai he mean bap- 
tized or not baptized ?] are, upon their pro- 
feſſon, to be baptized ? [I anſwer, there 
never was ſuch a queſtion ſtarted between 
them, nor could it be; for, if previouſly bap- 
tized, they certainly fnould not be baptized 
again; if not, there is no doubt but they 
ſhould : and therefore there can be no quel- 
tion upon the ſubject.] Or, whether there 
are not, upon his principles, a ſort of be- 
levers who, he will not agree, are fit ſubjects 
of baptiſm, [not any, unleſs before baptized ; 

and theſe muſt be unfit on the Doctor's prin- 
ciples, as well as mine], becauſe he judges 
them to have been already baptized in infan- 
cy?” [Here the Doctor has led us to the 
real and only difference between Baptiſts and 
Pzdobaptiſts, namely, infant baptiſm ; which 
is juſt as I had ſtated it, the former denying, 
and the latter aſſerting, its yalidity. Nor is 
there, nor was there evgr, a queſtion be- 
tween them about. the Fopriety of adult 

en. 4 | | Wo 
5 „5 Now 


move his miſtake, if it be a real one; and 


„ 4.3 
No Rough I may very ſafely affirm, that 
no {ſtatement could be more ſelf-evident, yet 
I am not at all ſurpriſed that Dr. Jenkins 
ſhould miſtake, or, at leaſt, ſeem to miſtake 
it. 1 know as well as he, having tried its 
force on many Baptiſts, how much ſuch a 
ſtatement of the queſtion is calculated to 
cumber and cripple the Baptiſt ſcheme.— All 
Jam concerned to do in this place, is to re- 


thereby all that reſpects my introduction, in M4, 
his firſt letter, will be anſwered; and this [ 
mall do by laying down tour. Plain propoſi- Wl 
tions: : 
I. Both Baptiſts and Pædobaptiſts will bap- 
tige any betiovids adults who have not been 
baptized before. —In ww therefore, they per. 
fectly agree. 

I. Neither Baptiſts nor Pædobaptiſts will 
baptize thoſe beheving adults who have al- 


ready been baptized. —ln this lkewiſe they 


fectly agree. 
el. 1 be Baptiſts will baptize ſome belier- 1 
ing adults, whom Pædobaptiſts will not.— Hh. 
Herem the Doctor thinks they differ on adult Hp 
baptiſm.—But, m 
IV. The Baptiſts will baptize them, be. r 
eauſe they conſider infant baptifm to be f. 


if wrong; and Pædobaptiſts refuſe to baptize No 


them, becauſe they judge infant baptiſm to t. 

de right Ihe difference, therefore, is only WM a 

about infant — which was the ot q 
- thing 
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thing I had afferted in my introduction: and 
that introduction, ſimple as, at firſt ſight, it 
may ſeem, will ſhake Antipædobaptiſm to the 
yery centre. . | : 

Mr. Kinghorn ſays nothing on this head to 
oppole me, but grants my ſtatement, p. 2. 
The inferences he draws from it againſt in- 
tant baptiſm, are juſt the ſame as I can draw 
from the command and example reſpecting the 
Lord's Supper, againſt female communion :_ 
for women are no more expreſsly mentioned 
with reſpect to the Lord's Supper, than in- 
fants with reſpect to baptiſm, nor even as 
much. = 


% 


ME Oo Gn 
REMARKS ON DR. JENKINS'S SECOND | 
J 


THE ſubject of this letter relates to the firſt 

argument againſt infant baptiſm, which I 
had ſet down in p. 7. in theſe words: A 
perſon who has a right to a poſitive inſtitute 
muſt be expreſsly mentioned as having that 
right ; but infants are not ſo mentioned, there- 
tore they have not that right.” The deſign 
of this argument, as uſed by the Baptiſts, is 
to ſhew that no inference or analogy can be 


admitted reſpecting either mode, or fubſect of 


a poſitive inſtitute, But as the Doctor calls 
5 3 3 | this 


44% 


this a miſrepreſentation, the reader may take 


it in the words of the late Dr. Stennett, in 
his anſwer to Dr. Addington. The Doctor 
ſays, p. 89, © Their [i. e. infants“] right to 
baptiſm muſt depend, and depend only, upon 

direct expreſs command of the inſtitutor ; for 
it is abſurd to talk of analogy and eonſequence 
in the matter of poſitive inſtitution.” 

This argument I proved to be falſe [in 
Candid Reaſons, p. 7.—20.]; and that the 
Baptiſts themſelves, notwithſtanding all their 
oppoſition thereto, do make uſe of inference 


and analogy upon a poſitive inſtitute. In| 
doing this, I was under a neceſſity of expol- | 


ing Mr. Booth's Defence of Female Commu- 


nion, as the reader may ſee by conſulting as 


above: and as our Doctor has undertaken to 


write a profeſſed anſwer againſt me, and in 
defence of the Baptiſts, it was his duty to have 


made an attempt to bring him off ; but inſtead 
of that, he has deſerted a brother in diſtreſs, 
and left him in the ſame condemnation un- 
der which I had fixed him. . 
The grand queſtion to which this letter re. 
fers, is this, Are analogy and inference ad- 
miſſible on a poſitive inſtitute? The Baptiſts 
ſay, No. Dr. Stennett affirms it is abſurd to 
talk of them. But what ſays our Doctor to 
this? Why, our DoQor is more moderate, 
and accommodates himſelf to both ſides : he 
feigns to ſide with the Baptiſts againſt me; 
but, in fact, he ſides with me againſt the Bap- 
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„ 
ts, He is theirs in ſhew, he is mine in ſub- 
ance. Yes, this identical Dr. Jenkins, who, 
cording to his title-page, ſhould have op- 


fed me, and defended the Baptiſts, has, by 


me aukward manceuvre of his, fo veered 
und, that he defends me, and oppoſes them. 
-Now for an exhibition of Dr, Jenkins. 
I. As my defender. (I.) Are analogy and 
ference admiſſible on a poſitive inſtitute ? 
That ſay you, Doctor? Yes, ſays he, p. 16, 
Theſe gentlemen [Mr. E. and his friend 
Filliams] would infinuate that the Baptiſts 
ſclaim all uſe of theſe two words 1a their diſ- 
urſes concerning poſitive inſtitutions.—But 
ty are miſtaken.” Then, inference and 
alogy are admiſſible. 7 


(2.) Is inference to be conſidered as good 
roof? Certainly, ſays the Doctor, and even 


jual to poſitive and direct, p. 18, 19, Look 


to Johnſon's Dictionary for the word poſi- 


ve—expreſs—and explicit.” Well, and 
hat then? I deny,” ſays the Doctor, © that 
ey ſtand oppoſed to the word * inference ;* 
r an inference may be drawn, which 1s cer- 
in, direct, and poſitive.” — Proof, by infer- 
ice, then 1s valid proof. 

(3.) What think you, Doctor, of proof by 
nalogy, on a poſitive inſtitute ? It is very 
ood proof, ſays the Doctor, p. 29, © Hav- 
ig this poſitive precedent of believing wo- 
en's admiſſion to one ordinance [i. e. bap- 


lm}, analogy would be a very juſt ground, if 
. | we 
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we had not a ſtronger, of afſerting their right inguiſ 


z not 


to the other, i. e. the Lord's Supper. 9 


( (4+) But what do the Baptiſts in this caſe? Jens 
do they uſe inference? Without doubt they word 
do, ſays the Doctor, p. 97, He does not. if 
diſtinguiſh upon the true nature of analogy ve 
and implicit evidence and hence, if a fair in- . 27, 
ference be drawn from explicit premiſes, a; 
we have done, he cries out, &c.”—As we have Boo. 


done! So Baptiſts themſelves uſe inference on Wit ſub 
a poſitive rite, nferre 
The Doctor, therefore, is an advocate for .“ 
anology and inference on a poſitive inſtitute, iſ Jen 
and inſiſts upon it, that theſe are very good of eli 
materials. He very properly intimates, that Nee, 
they ſhould be cautiouſly uſed; for, as he ſage-· f we b 
ly remarks, p. 29, I can cafily conceive of ht te 
an abuſe, as well as uſe, of analogy.” Here- 
in the Doctor and I are agreed, and he has no- 
thing to apprehend (on this head) from me, 
nor I from him. — But, alas for him! how will 
he face the Baptiſts after all this? Vet he muſt, 
and ſhall face them. — Let us draw him out, 


Jer; 


of won 
ogy we 
beir 77 


| 0 ca: rh 5 Baptiſt oppoſer. And here firſt Koh 
FOOT... : of the 
IENEkIxs againſt Boorn. Fenk 
Booth. — Does not the term ar N p wos, often frounc 
ſtand as a name of our ſpecies? have we not heir T1 
the authority of lexicographers, and the ſanc- Jen, 
tion of common ſenſe for underſtanding it 95 


0004 in this paſſage ? When the ſexes are dil 
tinguiſhed 


6 


guiſhed and oppoſed, the word. for a man 
not av9pwreos, but aun - Vol. ii. p. 73. 
Jenkins.“ I will not diſpute about the 
rd a e lay no great ſtreſs upon 
if it had been avg, it would not 
ve affected my argument in the leaſt.“ 
„ 5 


. 


Bootb.—Nor does it appear that Jehovah 


t ſubject or mode of ritual worſhip to be 


erred from ** any other well-known poſitive 
C = 14,15 
fenkins.—“ Having this poſitive precedent, 
beheving women's admiſſion to one ordi- 


ice, ANALOGY would be a very juft ground, 


we had not a ſtronger, of aflerting their 
ht to the other.”” P. 29. Secondly, 

_ JeN&INs againſt STENNETT. 
Jenkins. Having this poſitive precedent 
women's admiſſion to one ordinance, ana- 
would be a very juſt ground of afferting 
eir right to the other. 
Sennett. — Their right muſt depend, and de- 


nd alone, upon the direct expreſs command 


the inſtitutor. | 

Jenkins. — Analogy would be a very juſt 
ound, if we had not a ſtronger, of alerting 
eir right. e | SL 
Jennelt.—It is abſurd to talk of analogy and 
nſequence in the matter of poſitive iuſtitu- 
On. | a | 
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As the Doctor has oppoſed Stennett andi lat he 
Booth, we finiſh by placing jo conſ 
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JENKIxs againſt Jenkins. 


Jenkins. — Analogy would be a very juſt 
ground, if we had not a ſtronger. 8 
Jenkins. — If an inference be drawn ſimpl 

from analogy, it is of uncertain conſequence 
which can at moſt amount only to probabi 
lity. P 97. , 

Jenkins. —Having this poſitive precedent of 
\ believing women's admiſſion to one ordi 
nance, analogy would be a. very juſt ground 
of aſſerting their right to the other, 1. e. the 
Lord's Supper. | „ 

Jenkins. As far as duty is poſitive, we 
muſt, keep cloſe to the letter of the law ; ana 
logy has nothing to do with it; it would de 
ſtroy the poſitiveneſs of the duty.” P. 22. | 
And now, who ſhall decide when doGors 
diſagree ? It is not material to me who does 

t is no buſineſs of mine. This diſſention is 
according to Mr, Booth, an evidence that 
they do not feel the ground on which the 
ſtand. It was a droll whim in the Doctor, tc 
call his book a defence of the Baptiſts, and 
to put my name ſo frequently into the pages 
when, at the ſame time, he yields all I hac 
contended for, and oppoſes nobody but the 
Baptiſts and himſelf, Who witl undertake 
for him (to uſe the Doctor's elegant Dunn 


1 
he is not ading under a maſk ? It is of 
conſequence under what he acts, ſince he 
not ſeem very capable of acting at all. 
wever, as he is a diverting creature, one 
not very well be angry with him. | 
lr. Kinghorn, on this part, ſays, p. a 
uppoſe we allow the Baptiſts to have been 
rigorous in claiming expreſs warrant, in 
ry caſe, &c. ſhall we loſe: any thing? I 
k not.” And I, on the other hand, am 
ain one main argument is gone. But why 
othing loſt ? Mr. Kinghorn anſwers, © Let 
Edwards, by the help of inference, ana- 
7, and implication, only eſtabliſh as frongly 
right of infants to baptiſm, as he can the 
it of females to communion, and we will 
miſe, &c.”” Now this, and all that fol- 
s on this ſubject, is entirely out of doors; 
the queſtion is not, whether the right of 
nts can be proved by analogy as ſtrongly 
he right of females ; .but, whether analo- 
be, or be not, a proper medium of proof. 
grant that it is, is to loſe the whole argu- 
it : and I know not how ny one can loſe 
re at one time. 
What Mr. Kinghorn has ſaid, p. 69. 8, about 
expreſs warrant for female communion, is 
hing more than mere Boothiſm ; to all 
ich the reader may find an ample reply in 
did Reaſons. 
Though I am under no nern of remark- 
on the Baptiſt method of proving female 
right 


en) 


right to a poſitive inſtitute, ſince the Docto 
has affirmed that analogy and inference ar 
good proof, and equally valid with expreſi wort 
and explicit; yet, as the. Baptiſts, in general mn! 
are fond of the terms, and as the Doctor, ii Or t 
ſeveral parts of his book, is ſtill inclined tq the 
- keep up the farce, I ſhall take this opportuf clud: 
nity. of giving a ſhort ſpecimen of the BaptiM inſta 
method of proof, with reſpect to the right offſ| beco 
| a ſubje& to a poſitive inſtitute. I ſhall colleꝙ II 
the arguments from Dr. Jenkins, form then prox 
into a ſyſtem, give it a proper title, and ad] wom 


a few notes. | 5 ſame 
TRE | PE ſiſter 

A. SCHEME OF BAPTIST PROOF; N 
„ was 
Female Right to the Lord's Table Defented, accorii Doc 
Ang to the Baptist Method. | have 


I. The firſt argument is taken from gram tione 
mar. The Doctor ſays, p. 26, The mani right 
mult be greatly deficient in the common rulcy III 
of grammar, who does not know that thgh mem 
maſculine gender being, in order of ſpeech DoQ 

preferred to the feminine, when matters ar as a 
ſpoken of, which equally apply to both ſexes and | 
and both have an equal concern in [this i as h. 
the thing to be proved], it is ſufficient tꝗ /me 
| ſpecify the maſculine, to be underſtood tc Ne 
compriſe both ſexes alike.” ordin 

Nor. It is droll to ſee a Baptiſt flying ti they 
Lily, to prove a ſubject's right to a poſitive IV 
inſtitute, The argument Dr. Jenkins aim! 2 

9 5 5 admi. 


A a 


i 


t ſeems. to be this: the maſculine is more 


vorthy than the feminine; therefore the fe- 
minine has the ſame right with the maſculine. 
Or this, 'the maſculine is more worthy than 
he feminine; therefore the maſculine in- 
:ludes the feminine. There are thouſands of 
nſtances where it does not. And now what 
decomes of the grammar argument? 

II. The ſecond argument is taken from 
proximity. The Doctor obſerves, p. 28, If 
women were not expreſsly ſpecified in the 


ſame chapter, there might be ſome ſmall con- 


ſiſtency in talking of implication.” 

Nor E. There was a time when the Epiſtle 
was not divided into chapters ; and 93 the 
Doctor's argument from proximity would 
have been this: women are expreſsly men- 


tioned in the Epiſtle, therefore women have a 


right to the Supper. 


III. The third argument is taken From 
memberſhip. * He” the Apoſtle] ſays the 


Doctor, p. 28,“ is ſpeaking to the Corinthians, 


as a church conſiſting of, men and women, 
and he charges them to 2 the ordinances 
as he had delivered them. Among theſe 
ſome related to the <vomen of the church.“ 

NoTz. The argument here is this: ſome 
ordinances related -to the. women ; therefore 
they had a right to every ordinance. 


IV. The laſt argument is by analogy. 


* Having-ths poſitive precedent of womens 
admiſſion to one ordinance, analogy would 
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e wa very jult ground. of Alti their right 


to the other. P. 29. 
Nor · This is the Baptiſt ſyſtem of proof: 


grammar. proximity —analogy.— inference.— 
And though Baptiſts make 


and memberſhip. 
uſe of this kind of proof, they would not wiſh 
to have it known. It is a kind of monopoly 
they uſe it themfelves; but to prevent the uſe 


of it among others, thouſands of pages have 


been ſent abroad. It is a great privilege on 
the Baptiſt ſide, that what they denounce as 


wrong, ſhall to them be right; and what 


others declare to be right, ſhall to them be 
Wrong. 


CHAP. III. 
' CRITICAL REMARKS ON DR. NK Ns 
THIRD LETTER. | 


IN this Letter, the Doctor animadverts on 
what I had ſaid in oppoſition to the ſecond 
Baptiſt argument. The argument was form- 
ed as follows : © The Scriptures require faith 
and repentance, as requiſite to baptiſm.; but 
us infants cannot have theſe, they are not 
proper ſubjects of baptiſm.“ This argument 
T have clearly proved 0 be a ſophiſm, and 
have — plainly its ſaphiſtieal. form. 
And all I'haye moto do with this letter, is 


imply wo ſpew —how dhe Doctor 5ſt = 
| 5 tends 


| 


5 


tends about the ſophiſm, and chen comes 
round again to my ſide. 

I. His contention about the ſophiſm. m.— 
With reſpect to this, the Doctor feems to 
think he can conjure it away, by the magic 
influence of one ſingle word. It is true, I 
never took him for a conjurer, nor have I 
been led, from this inſtance of his ſkill, to 
form a more exalted idea of the man. He 
gives us, p. 33, a fyllogum upon Baptiſt 
principles, and having inſerted the word 
© univerſally,” as a charm to drive away the 
fophiſm, he brightens up—looks wiſe—and 
utters his exclamation, Where now is the 
ſophiſm? As if he would ſay, Heigh, paſs ! 


'tis gone.—Alas, poor Doctor! the ſophiſm 


will not vaniſh—no, it is here ſtill: and here, 
notwithſtanding Dr. Jenkins s little art, it will 
for ever rerrain 

The ſyllogifm, whereby this mighty effect ĩs 
to be wrought, and which, the Doctor lays, 


is as regular as any in the Foſter: of logic, is 
as follows : *< The: Scriptures require faith 


and repentance. univerſa fly“ in order to be 
fir ſubjects for baptiſm. But infants cannot 
have faith and repentance ; therefore infants 
are not fit ſubjects for baptiſm.” “ 

The difference between this ſyllogifm, and 
that which I had formed, and which the Doc- 
tor is pleaſed to call a miſrepreſcntation, hes 
in one word only, namely, the term uni- 
„ And though I did not inſert the 
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.* word in fo many letters, yet any man, who 


has five grains of good ſenſe, will eaſily per. 
ceive that it was evidently underſtood. And 
now. to convince the reader, that the mere 
inſertion of the word makes no, manner of 
difference, as to the ſophiſm, I ſhall give him 
two examples on the Doctor's plan. 

The Scriptures require * univerſally”, that 
if any will not work, neither ſhould he eat; 
but infants can have no will to work, there- 
fore infants ſhould not eat.— The Scriptures 
require faith and repentance * univerſally”, in 
order to ſalvation ; but infants cannot have 
faith and repentance, therefore infants cannot 
be ſubjeQs of falvation.—Now, as every paſ- 
ſage is expreſſed in the ſame univerſal form, 
theſe concluſions are equally true as that of 
the Doctor's. 

Now it is 8 that e the word 
* univerſally* be only underſtood as in mine, 
or expreſſed as in the Doctor's, it ſigniſies 
nothing; the Baptiſt argument, either way, 
is a mere ſophiſm, and can be nothing elſe. 
For it will follow from this Baptiſt argument, 
that as infants ſhould not be baptized, be- 
cauſe faith and repentance are. univerſally re- 
quired to baptiſm ; ſo infants muſt be ſtarved 
in this world, and loſt in the next, becauſe 
a will to work is univerſally. required to eat 
ing; and faith and repentance are a 
required t to ſalvation... 


But 
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But as all theſe arguments prove in the 
ame way, the one againſt infant baptiſm, the 
ther againſt infant ſuſtenance, and the third 
gainſt infant falvation ; fo the fame expla- 
ation, that takes off the force of any one, 
vill rake away the force of them all. "That, 


vhich is to effect this, is merely a diſtinction 


between an infant and an adult; and between 
vilkul unbelief and indolence, and natural 
ncapacity. And then it will follow, that as 
heſe texts are to operate againſt idle, impe- 
tent, and unbelieving adults; fo there is 
nothing in them to forbid the ſuſtenance, the 
alvation, or the baptiſm of infants. To make 


his matter quite plain, I ſhall uſe the ſkill of 


ur Doctor, who, though a miſerable, hmping 
ogician, will, in this inſtance, anſwer the 
Jurpoſe very well. I much approve of what 


he Doctor has ſaid, and abi delire the reader 


o take notice of, 

II. His coming round to my ſide. I had 
mdertaken to prove, in the part, that the 
Doctor ſhould have oppoſed, that there is 
othing, in thoſe paſſages of Scripture, which 
equire faith and repentance in order to ſalva- 
ion or baptiſm, that oppoſes the baptiſm or 


alvation of infants. This I did by proving, 


hat as infants are not included, they only 
perated againſt imrenitent adults: Particu- 
arly Mark, xvi. 16. He that believeth and 
$ baptized, ſhall be ſaved. —We are now to 
ake We opinion of the Doctor. — What lay 
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Ne thing in it to oppoſe infants : 


. — for an unwillingneſs to believe. 


E 
yo u, Doctor, to this? Why, ſays he, © Mr. 
Edwards might as juſtly ſuppoſe I never did 


ſuppoſe any ſuch thing] that infants are 
amongſt the creatures whom the Goſpel is to 


addreſs, as that they are concerned in the | 


faith, the baptiſm, or the. oppoſite conſe- 
quences of unbelief ſpoken. of. As to the 
ſalvation of infants, the hope of that muſt 


ariſe from other texts of Scripture, not from | 


this, which is confined ab/olutely to thoſe that 
can be the ſubjects of a preached Goſpel.” 


Nor. As this text is abſolutely confined to | 


adults, as Dr. Jenkins ſays, there can be no- 
and this I had 
proved. 


All this is very well; but what IS better, 


the Doctor, in the ſame page, gives a reaſon 
why it is ſo.— Well, Doctor, wherefore is it 
that this text does not exclude infants? Why, 
ſays he, there is a “ ſelf-evident diſtinction 


to be made, in the two caſes, between a moral 


and a natural incapacity for believing. lt is 
of the moral and wilful incapacity, that this 


text ſpeaks entirely; and as that relates only 
to grown up, and therefore accountable crea- 


tures, a different Greek word is made uſe of 
But in 
_ infants there is a natural incapacity of faith, 
which being of a kind totally different, 1» 
fair [inference can be drawn from the one. caſe 
to the other.” And, in page 44, he explains 


this more ſully: 2 The! incapacity of unwil⸗ 
| lingneſs, 


['Y 


ant 


text, 
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„„ 
noneſs, in the one caſe, is entirely of a mo- 
al kind; they cannot, becauſe of their de- 
ravity and wickednels ; ; but the other 1s an 
ncapacity of nature, from a defect of power 
o exerciſe the rational faculty, and a want of 
odily ſtrength.” 

This is excellent logic ; ; ſound, and good : 
Ariſtotle himſelf never logicized better. The 
ext, he affirms, ſpeaks entirely of grown-up 
xrſons, and not of infants; and no infer- 
nce can be drawn from the one caſe to the 
ther; for, ſays he, the one [adult | may 
de damned for wilful unbehef, the other Lin. 
ant] ſaved, though we cannot tell how.“ 
Herein the Doctor and I are perfectly agreed, 
ince he has granted me all I wiſhed to have 
proved ; namely, that no inference can be 
drawn from wilful unbelief againſt infants 
who are naturally incapable of believing. 


This is all I attempted to evince in that part, 
b. 21—36, Which the Doctor feigns to op- 


doſe; but that muſt be a very diverting oppo- 


tion, by which all I meant to prove is freely 


given up. - 
In this part, who he and | agree, the 


Doctor appears (without jeſting) in the ſhape 
of a learned logician; but as he is, upon the 


whole, a mere tottering genius, Iwill take the 
liberty of ſhewing him to the reader, in two 
inſtances, in the ſhape of a logical limper. 
I. In oppoſing the ſecond Baptiſt argu- 
ment, I had cited Iſaiah, i. 19. If ye be 
wot.) | en willing 
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wilting and obedient, ye hall eat the good of 


the land,” And 1 Thefl. iii. 10. We com- 
manded you * that if any would not work, 
neither ſhould he eat.” To prove that, ac. 
cording to Baptiſt reaſoning, an infant ſhou!d 
be deprived of its food. The Doctor in an. 

ſwering this, p. 41, diſtinguiſhes between 
moral and natural incapacity, and ſo, very 

properly, concludes that an infant ſhould eat, 


though it has not a will to work. He then, | 


like a limping logician, adds, % But this 
will not prove that an infant is entitled to 
baptiſm, at an age when he cannot believe.” 
True, Doctor, this will not prove it, nor was 
it ever deſigned it ſhould. It only evinces, 


\ - that thoſe paſſages, brought by Baptiſts, prove 


nothing againſt them. If the Doctor did not 
know this, he is a miſerable gemus for a lo- 
gician. 


II. The Doctor, p. 42, having granted that 


no inference can be drawn from the caſe of 


an adult to that of an infant, immediately 
adds, To be ſure, as they have not natural 
capacity, we act in agreement with our 
Lord's direction, by withholding them from 
baptiſm, which is an intelligent ordinance.” 

(1.) Infants are to be withheld from baptiſm, 
which, as the Doctor fays, is an intelligent o- 
dinance. An intelligent ordinance! Very 
pretty. That is, an ordinance endowed with 
underſtanding. Well, to be ſure, as the 


= Doctor ſays, this is a roll figure of ſpeech 
e Baptiſm 
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C07 
.) Baptiſm being an intelligent ordinance, 
the Doctor ſays, © we act in agreement 
th our Lord's direction by withholding 
em from it.“ But, my good Doctor, you 
ould have told us where this direction is 
ven; becauſe it is a humorous mode of pro- 
eding to act in agreement with a direction, 
here we have no direction ſo to act. This, 
be ſure, is a droll figure of logic! (3.) But 
do you prove that your acting is in agree- 
ent with our Lord's direction? © To be 


re, we act in agreement,” ſays the Doctor. 
o be ſure Well, very pretty again. This, 


be ſure, is a droll figure of demonſtration ! 
be whole is a fair picture of the ſpeech, 
gic, and demonſtration of a limping logi- 
an. 

All I judge neceſſary to notice in Mr. 
inghorn, in this place, is the modeſty 


s remark, and his manner of flying off ba. 


e argument. 
J. His modeſty. 1 ſaid, p. 26, If in- 
nts muſt not be baptized, becauſe ſome- 
ing is ſaid of baptiſm which does not Xe ob 
infants, then, by the ſame rule, infants 
uſt not be ſaved, becauſe ſomething is ſaid 
Alvation, which does not agree to infants.” 
0 this he replies, p. 11, © Now if this has 
iy force, it has exactly as much againſt the 
ords of our bleſſed Lord, as againſt the rea- 
ning of the Baptiſts. We may, therefore, 
rant Mr. Edwards his argument: 125 
os 
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ſands of Baptiſts, who are perſuaded, that 
very many will be ſaved, who neither believe 
nor have been baptized. Pray Sir, read Dr 


ſoning, upon a level, permit me to give: 


different ways, it proved againſt evident truth; 


evident truth, p. 1 3. againſt which, I had 


reaſoning did not prove againſt it. Inſtead 


(22 ) 


does it lead him? To fly-in the face of hi 
Saviour, and tell him his words are not true: 
for many that neither believed nor were bap 
tized, are ſaved. My good Sir, a little more 
modeſty and moderation would not hurt you 
Our Lord's words are certainly true in the 
ſenſe he intended them; and there are thou 
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Jenkins's forty-fecond: page; it will afford yo 
a little inſtruction, which at preſent you ar 
pear to want. And fimee you have ſo mo 
deſtly put our Lord's words, and Baptiſt rea 


ſpeeimen of it in yourſelf, — View Mr. King 
J : 

H. His manner of flying off from an argu 
ment. F had undertaken to diſcover the fal 
lacy of Baptiſt reaſoning, by ſhewing that, i! 


particularly againſt infant fubſiſtence, p. 28 
Now in what manner, think you, does Mr, 
Kinghorn anſwer me? Why, he grants the 


ſaid, the reafoning of the Baptiſts proved 
but never attempts to ſhew, which was the 
only thing he ſhould have done, that Baptil 


of that, he ſhoves away the argument, b 
ſaying, © Let then Mr. Edwards ſhew wit 
equal clearneſs that infants ought to be . 
. SDS e tize 


„„ 
zed, as he can that they ſhould be fed, and 


e will confeſs we have been in the wrong.“ 
his is Baptiſt reaſoning! Equal to divine re- 
lation! Indeed, it is properly their reaſon- 
g, as it frequently occurs, in both Dr. Jen- 
ns and Mr. Kinghorn. 
Thus we cloſe the two Baptiſt arguments, 
e only arguments they have againſt infant 
ptiſm ; and theſe being given up, as they 
th are by the Doctor, they have not a grain 
{ſtrength left. This I pledge myſelf to 
ince, in what I have now to remark on 
e Doctor's oppoſition to the . for 
zdobaptiſm. 


)) 


5 2 NR ciiſy. 
CRITICAL REMARKS ON DR. JENKINS + 
MIS MANAGEMENT IN HIS LAST 

 _ FOUR LETTERS. 


CHAP... 
ON HIS FOURTH LETTER, 
HE deſign of this letter is to oppoſe m 
firſt argument for infant baptiſm, which 


in p. 38, I had ſet down in theſe words : G0 
has inſtituted in his church the memberſhj 


of infants, and admitted them to it by a reli _ 
gious rite.” The oppoſition to this argu com 
ment ſet up by the Doctor (ſetting aſide incii te i. 
dental remarks), divides itſelf into two parts Dr 
(J.) That the Jewiſh church was no church geir 
(2.) That circumciſion was no religious rite chure 
I. The Jewiſh church was no church. or the 
I confeſs there is no ſentiment I am leſs diſi wat 
poſed to confute, becauſe its tendency is t not o 
confound thoſe who are compelled to adopil poſes 
it. As I have urged it, in Candid Reaſons trum 
as a conſequence of the Baptiſt ſyſtem, with ing it 
view to deſtroy the ſyſtem itſelf, ſo a fulleſi o Ch 
diſplay of the ſentiment will ſerve to promote e- 
its final ruin. The ſentiment, into which th of che 


Baptiſts are driven reſpecting the ancien 


= church 


oe! as 3 


church, divides itſelf into three parts: 1. The 
hurch-ſtate was political and diabolical; 
. God was no more than a civil governor; 
. * ſervice he accepted was mere hypo- 
ri 

5 The ancient church-ſtate was political 
nd diabolical.—Dr. Jenkins, p- 52, © The 
Greek word tun, . church, in the Old Teſ- 
ament, ſignifies only the congregation, with- 
ut any relation to religious matters at all. — 
This Greek word might be applied to Iſrael as 
body politic.“ P. 54, It was © that ſort of 
hurch, to be members of which, and of the 
tate, under God, their civil governor, were 
ne and the ſame thing.” P. 36, K world- 
church or congregation,” 

Mr. Booth, vol. ii. p. 251, Jo be a an obe- 
lient ſubject of their civil government, and a 
omplete member of their church-ſtate were 
he ſame thing.“ 

Dr. Jenkins, p. 78, If i it be urged, that 


heir obſtinate adherence to their former 


hurch-ſtate, was the cauſe of their rejection 
f the Goſpel, this bears an unfriendly aſpect 
owards that /aze, and intimates, that it was 
ot of that evangelical conſtruction he ſup- 
ofes it to be, ſince it was made the direct in- 
irument of oppoſing the Goſpel, and conclud- 
ng its own members in unbe/tef and antipathy 


o Chriſt, And I am perſuaded that this was 


he caſe.” —Nore. According to this account 
f the ancient church-ſtate it was truly a hor- 
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rid one; or rather, it is an horrid ſyſtem that 
leads to much a ſentiment: for now it is not 
only a political, but even a diabolical church- 
ſtate. This 1 ſhall notice again. 
II. God was no more than a civil governor. 
Dr. Jenkins, p. 54, © To be members of 
that ſort of church, i. e. body politic, and to 
be members of the tate, under God, their cv] 
_ governor, were the ſame thing.“ Mr. Booth, 
vol. ii. p. 251, „An obedient ſubject of their 
civil government, and a complete member of 
their church-ſtate, were the ſame thing ; be- 
cauſe, by treating Jehovah as their po/-7icol 

ſovereign, they avowed him as the true God.“ 
Nox. Acivil governor, or political ſove. 
reign over a civil Tociety, is the higheſt cha- 
racer the Baptiſts will grant the divine Be- 
ing for fifteen centuries. 

III. The ſervice he required was merely exe 

ternal, i. e. hypocriſy.” Mr. Booth, vol. ii. 

Þ. 2 52, « Jehovah acknowledged all thoſe for 
his people, whoperformedanexternalobedience 
to his commands, even though intheir hearts di- 
affeſted to him.“ Mr. Paice, p. 19, The Jew- 
th and Chriſtian churches differed greatly one 
from the other. In the Jewiſh church, God ac- 
cepted of external obedience merely; but in the 
Chriſtian church, he ſeeketh ſach to worſhip 
him, who worſhip bim in /p#rif and in truib. 
Nors. External obedience merely, as oppoſed 
to worſhip in ſpirit and truth, is an outſide 


£rvice in hich the heart has no concern: 2 
| uc 


8: 3 


ſuch mere external ſervice is, in the eſtimation 
of God and man, a true definition of hypocri- 
ſy. Matt. xv. 7, 8, Ye hypocrites, well did Eſai- 
as propheſy of you, ſaying, this people draweth 
nigh unto me with their mouth, and honour- 
eth me with their lips; but heir heart is far 
from me.” This kind of ſervice being mere 
hypocriſy, a perſon who affirms, as Mr. Paice 
does, that there was a time when God accept- 
ed it, affirms, that at that time hypocriſy was 
pleaſing to God. And then, the diflerence 
between the Jewiſh and Chriſtian church, lies 
in this, that in the Jewiſh, God was pleased 
with hypocriſy ; but in the Chriſtian ghurch 
he ſeeks ſincerity. _ 

Theſe are ſome of the beauties of the Bap- 
tiſt ſyſtem ! How beautiful muſt a comment 
appear on this Baptiſi principle, e. g. Pſalm 
li. 6. Behold thou detireſt truth (i. e. hy- 
pocriſy), i in the inward parts (i. e. on the out- 
ſide). Verſe 10. Create in me a clean heart 
(i. 6. a clean outſide), and renew a right ſpirit 
within me (i. e. without me). Joel, ii. 12. 
« "Furn ye to me with all your heart (i. e. with 
all your external merely), and rend your 
heart (i. e. your outſide, to wit, your ſkin), 
85 not your garments.— And ſo on, aue ad 

nem. 
The ſum of all is, that, upon Baptiſt prin- 
ciples, the ancient church- ſtate was political 
and diabolical—the bleſſed God was a mere 
civil governor—and that God was pleaſed 
/ D. 5 with 


63288) 


with, and accepted of pure hypocriſy. Now, 
inſtead of confuting this, I ſhall leave it as » 
millſtone tied around the neck of Antipædo. 
baptiſm, to overwhelm it in the depths of the 
Tea. — They next affirm that, | 
II. Circumciſion was no rel! igious rite, 
What I have advanced on this ſubje& in p. 
41, 42, Candid Reaſons, I ſhall not repeat here. 
The Doctor inſiſts upon it, that it was no re- 
ligious rite; and this he inuſt continue to do, 
or he cannot avoid conſequences. But why 
does he think ſo?— His reaſons are three: 
. Apoſtle,” he ſays, p. 64, © ridi- 
culed it, which he would not have done, had 
it been an act of ſolemn worſhip.” (2.) He 
ſays, p. 63, 64, © That the Jews de 
Chriſt for healing on the Sabhath- day, he re- 
torted, that they circumciſed a man on the 
Sabbath. day, that the law of Moſes might not 
be broken: but would he have argued thus if 
_ circumciſion had been an act of devotion!“ 
(3) Circumciſion wanted the circumſtances 


oba religious rite: © No one, ſays he, p. 63, 


& was circumciſed in the name of the Father, 
the Son, and the Ho)y Ghoſt, It was not ne- 


. ceffary that a prieſt, or miniſter of religion, 


mould perform it.” Theſe are the Doctor's 
three reaſons, upon W hich I obſerve, that the 
firſt is a leaden one, the ſecond is a light one, 
and the third leans'the wrong way. 

I. The Doctor's leaden reaſon.—I'call it a 


9 5 leaden one, not becauſe of its ſolidity and 


weight 


4.00 } 


weight, but becauſe it is ſtupid and worthleſs; 
For if circumciſion was no. religious rite, be- 
cauſe the Apoſtle ridiculed it, by the fame 
rule it could be no rite of any kind; becauſe 
the Apoſtle would never have ridiculed a rite 
of God's appointing, whether political or reti- 
gious. But if the Apoſtle ridiculed not the 
rite itfelf, but thoſe who practiſed it, becauſe it 
was now abrogated (which was the real fact, 
Phil. iti. 2.); then the Doctor's reaſon is 
teaden indeed, and infinitely too ridiculous for 
a dunce. . | 1 
II. The DoQor's light reaſon.— This reaſon 
I call light, ſince it literally weighs nothing; 
becauſe our Lord's retort upon the Jews is 
equally pertinent, ſuppoſing it to have been a 


religious rite. The caſe ſtands thus: our 


Lord, in. healing a blind man, performed an 
act of mercy, which is a part of moral ſtudy ; 
the Jews, in circumciſing a man, performed a 
part of poſitive duty. Now moral duty is, in its 
own nature, more excellent than poſitive, and 
it is fo conſidered in Scripture, Hoſea, yi. 6. 


Thisbeing the caſe, our Lord's retort is, ſimply 


arguing, from the more to the leſs, excellent, 
9. d. If ye, on the Sabbath-day, in circum- 
cifing a man, perform a part of poſitive duty, 


are ye angry at me for healing a man, being a 


à part of moral duty (and ſo more excellent 
than poſitive) on the Sabbath-day ? | 


III. The Doctor's reaſon that leans the 


wrong way. I do not ſay that this reaſon is 
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' deſtitute of weight ; but its fault is, that it 
weighs backwards. For if it be neceſſary to 
a religious rite that it be performed with theſe 
words, in the name of the Father, the 
Son, &c.” his reaſon weighs againſt the 
Euchariſt ; and, by this rule, it will be proved 
that the Lord's Supper itſelf is no religious 
rite. The ſame conſequence follows from the 
other part of the Doctor's reaſon, reſpeQing 
miniſters of religion ; for the Scriptures no 
where appoint that the adminiſtration of the 
Lord's Supper ſhould be the work of a per- 
ſon employed in the miniſtry.— So much 25 
the Doctor's reaſons. 1 

But I do not intend to let the Baptiſts off 
ſo; for as they are diſpoſed to tell us what 


circumciſion i is not, they muſt even come for- 


ward, and inform us what it is. When this 
1$ done, it will appear in ſuch a queſtionable, 
curious ſhape, ſo various, ſo comvlicated, fo 
- comical, that it will be hard to lay whether 
it was carnal, or religious, or political, or 
what its uſe, or what its end; and whether 
good, or merely good for nothing. —Let us 
Hear, therefore, the Baptiſt account of cir- 
cumciſion. 
I. It was an amphibious rite, 1. e. a rite that 
| looked two ways. Mr. Paice, p. i 3, Abra- 


Ham received the ſign of circumciſion, a ſeal 


of the righteouſneſs of faith. It is worthy 
of remark, that the inſpired writer is ſpeak- 
| ing, not of what circumciſion was to the 

0 | | | Jews 


( 
Jews i in common, but of what it was to Abra- 
ham in particular-”—So it was one thing to 
Abraham, and another to the Jews. 

II. It was an evangelical rite, 1. e. a rite 
that related to the Goſpel- Mr. Paice, p. 15, 
« It was to Abraham a ſeal of the righteouſ- 
neſs of faith. Abraham was poſſeſſed of the 
righteouſneſs of faith before it was ſealed to 
+5 In ſubmitting to circumciſion, he gave 
an evidence of faith.” —'Thus, circumciſion 
had a relation to the Goſpel. 

III. It was an anti-evangelical rite, i e. a 


rite which had nothing to do with the Goſ- 
pel- Mr. Paice, p. 15, There was the co- 


venant of grace; this had reſpect to none but 
the ſpiritual ſced of Abraham. Circumci- 
hon had nothing to do with this covenant ; it 
neither ſuppoſed nor ſealed any intereſt there- 
in.“ —80 then the righteouſneſs of faith, 
which, as he ſays, was ſealed to Abraham, 
could not belong to the covenant of grace. 
IV. It was a legal rite, i. e- a rite implying 
ſubjection to the moral law. Mr. Paice, 


p. 16, © There is moreover the moral law; 
under it are all mankind by nature, and the 


Apoſtle conſiders circumciſion as a token of 
being under the law. 
V. It was an hypocritical rite, i. e. a rite 
belonging to a covenant which required only 
outward obedience, and not that of the Heart. 
Mr. Paice, p. 16, There was allo a cove- 
' nant of works. This has been called by ſome 
| X all 
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an external coyenant, becauſe it required no! 
the obedience of the heart, but that which 
was merely ”external.—Circumciſion, there- 
fore, might be yery well attached to it.” 
P. 17. Circumciſion, as attached to the 
Jewiſh, national, and external covenant, re- 
quired only external obedience-” 

VI. It was a Phariſaical rite, i. e. a rite 
which marked thoſe who were obliped to ſeek 
juſtification by the law. 


the law, in order to juſtification: I. 
« Neither did it, of itſelf, oblige to a con- 
formity to religion. but marked the people 
already obliged by nature, to conform to 
what? To the duties of the worldly ſanc- 
tuary, and to the carnal ordinances, and to 
obey the law perfectly, for their e 
before God 

VII. It was an infidel rite, 7- e. a rite in- 
conſiſtent with faith. Mr. Paice, p- 16, 
would thank any perſon to inform me, how it 
could be to them a ſeal of the righteouſneſs 
of faith, and yet make them debtors to kcep 
the whole law ? Or, how it could be a ſeal of 


the righteouſneſs ot kirk, when its being pro- 


fitable depended on their 2 the law! 
For the 1 tay is not of faith. & —— Compare this 
with No. II. | 

VIII. It was a mediatorial rite, i. e. a rite 
fus Chriſt 


to denote the obligation lying on Jef 


to fulfil the _ of mediator. Dr. 1— 
4 | | BS 


Dr. Jenkins p. 81, 
66 Cicumciſion, being a mark of ſubjection to 


kins, 
1110! 


Was a 


to ha 


x 6-38 3 
eins, p. 69, * He [Chriſt] received circum- 


ifion, in token of his obligation perfectly to 


ulfil the law, and ſo to make known God's 
ruth, his juſtice and faithfulneſs, and to con- 
rm the promiſes, &c.“ 

IX. It was a proviſionary rite, 7- e. a rite 
Fhich denoted a title to meat, fire, and clothes. 


Mr. Booth, vol: ji, p. 250, Circumciſion 
was a token of intereſt in thoſe temporal bleſſ- 


ngs that were promiſed to Abraham.“ 

X. It was a profane rite, 7. e. a rite which 
dad nothing to do with internal piety. Dr. 
ſenkins, p. 54, We have ſeen that cir- 
eumciſion was adminiſtered to grown-up per- 
ons, without the leaſt 1 ry: as to inward 
iety.” 

XI. It was a political rite, 7. e. a rite to 
mirk : a diſtinction between civil ſocieties. 
Mr. Booth, vol. ii. p. 250, © Circumciſion 
was a mark of national diſtinction.— This po- 


itical aſpe& of that ancient ceremony ſeems 


to have been the reaſon why its performance 
on the Sabbath could not be juſtified, except 
by the law of - inſtitution, &c.? “ 

XII. It was a genealogical rite, 1. e. a rite 
to denote a natural deſcent. Mr. Booth, 


vol. ii. p. 250, © Circumcifion was a ſign of | 


carnal deſcent.” Mr. Kinghorn, p. 19, © Cir- 
cumciſion was an external unalterable ſign 
that they were of the family of Abraham, and 


thus was a ſign of nothing more chan was 


true.“ — Thus the Ns” 


; Now 
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1 
Now, ferjoully, this was a wonderful rite, 


that could put itſelf into ſo many forms, and 
aſſume ſuch various characters, and match 


with ſo great a variety of things. What a 
medley of heterogeneous matter has Anti- 


pædobaptiſm jumbled together, and joined to 
an inſtitute of the bleſſed God! We have 
here huddled into one huge maſs— Goſpel— 


law—earthly blefſings—carnal deſcent—me- | 


_ diatorial -obligation—policy—inſidelity—by. 
pocriſy—phariſaiſm ;—and all belonging to— 
a worldly church -a body politic—a civil go- 
vernor—an ecclefiaſtico,political conſtitution 


— ſtate- members and church-members the 


lame thing—and from whom: God accepted 
an outward, i. e. hypocritical ſervice. What 
could any Deiſt fay more to degrade the 
lively oracles of eternal truth ? And 1 won- 


der what the Baptiſts will advance next, un- 


lefs it be, that the Old Teſtament itfelf is— 
Moſaic—-carnal——pohticat—legal—Jewiſh— 
and not fit for Chriſtians, i, e. Antipædo- 
baptiſts. 

Our Doctor is good at a dilemma:—“ 1 
aſk him,” ſays he, p. 61, „were the females, 
or were they not in this viſible church-ſtate ! 
If not, then about one half of the children 
of Iſrael were excluded from it ; if they were 
in it, then circumcifion was not an initiating 
rite.” I too will dilemmatize, as well as the 
Doctor: I aſk the Doctor, I aſk Mr. Booth, 
were females, or were they not, n in 

88 8 thoſe 


thol 
If 1 
Iſrai 
ther 
in 
Jen] 


O08 1 


thoſetemporal bleſſings promiſed to Abraham ? 
If not, then one half -of the children of 
Iſrael were excluded from them; if they were, 
then circumciſion is not a token of intereſt 
in temporal bleſſings. Mr. Booth and Dr. 
* may adjuſt this intereſt. 


CHAP. 1. 


CRITICAL REMARKS ON THE DOCTOR'S 
| FIFTH LETTER» | 


"HIS letter is intended to oppoſe my ſecond 


argument for infant baptiſm, viz. © The 
church-memberſhip of infants was never ſet 
aſide by God or man; but continues in force, 
under the ſanction of God, to the preſent 
day.” The DoQtor thinks it unneceſſary to 
dwell on this argument, becauſe, as he ſays, 
I had been unſucceſsful in eitablifhing my 
firſt. It is true, that had he deſtroyed the 
firſt, he was very weak to write, as he has 
done, more than twenty pages on the ſecond, 
But the reader may lee, in my anſwer to that 
part of his book, into what ſhocking and 
hilly conſequences the Baptifts are driven (and 
which I have ſet down in their own words), 
by an oppoſition to my firit argument. 
* deſign 1 in this part was to prove, that 
what is called the Chriſtian Church was a 


continuation of the Jewiſh, and by no means 


a newly 
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($0: 
a newly-conſtituted church. 'To prove this [ 
cited ſome places of Scripture, concerning 
the ſenſe of which the Doctor thinks Prove 
to differ from me. 

I. Matt: xxi. 43. Therefore I ſay unto 
you, the kingdom of God ſhall be taken from 
you, and given to a nation bringing forth the 

fruits thereof,” I had aſſerted, that this paſ- 
ſage expreſſed a transfer of church-ſtate and 
privileges from the Jews to the Gentiles. 
The Doctor inſiſts, on the contrary, that the 
phraſe + kingdom of God”” means the Goſpel 
only, But Who ſhall decide I appeal to 
the context, 

Our Lord, v. 3 z, begins a parable con- 
. cerning a houſholder who planted a vineyard, 

and let it out to huſbandmen. He then de- 
ſcribes, 344—9, the treatment his ſervants had 
met with, and which alſo awaited himſelf, 1 
from theſe huſbandmen. After that, he aſks, I he 

V. 40, © When the Lord of the vineyard 8 
cometh, what will he do unto thoſe huſband- I ug.“ 
men?” They anſwer, v. 41, He will miſera- nex 
bly deſtroy thoſe wicked men, and will let I Ho; 
out his vineyard to other huſbandmen, which I be 


mall render him the fruits in their ſeaſons.” WM 1:0. 


After another queſtion, v. 42, Have ye never I com 
read in the Scriptures, the ſtone which the W 1 
builders rejected, the lame is become the head WM ſ n 
of the corner, &c.? He adds, v. 43, © There- this 
fore I ſay unto you, the kingdom of God ſnow 


ſhall be taken trom you, and given to a na- Hoe 
. tion WM. 


* 


„ 
tion bringing forth the fruits thereof.” Ihe 
reader will judge, whether this intended the 
Goſpel merely, or the church ſtate. 

II. Rom. xi. 17. © If ſome of the branches 
be broken off, and thou, being a wild olive- 
tree, wert orafted | in among them, and with 
them partakeſt of the root and fatneſs of the 
olive-tree, &c.” What J evinced from this 
place was, that the ancient church was not 
aboliſhed, and that conſequently there was no 
new church formed, when the Gentiles were 


called to a participation of the Goſpel of 
Chriſt. But ſince the Doctor has only ad- 


vanced ſome poſitive aſſertions, and has not 


attempted to combat my reaſoning on the paſ- 
ſage (which I ſincerely wiſh he had done), I 
need only refer the reader to the place, in page 
53 Candid Reaſons. 

III. Eph. ii. 14. « For he is our peace, 
who hath made both one, and hath broken 


* the middle wall of partition between 


Here I am accuſed of ſuppreſſing the 
Wh verſe, in order to conceal the truth. 
However, as I had no ſuch deſign, it ſhall 
be produced; it is as follows, “ Having abo- 
liſhed in his fleſh the enmity, even the law of 
commandments contained in ordinances ; for 
to make in himſelf of twain one new man, 


> 


ſo making peace.” The Doctor affirms that 


this yerſe makes againſt me. But how? It 
ſpeaks of * one new man; and that,“ ſays the 
Door, cis not the ſame man in a new dreſs ; 
| E | 
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but : 


Os . | 

but ſuppoſes a new ſoul and a new body.” 
P. 80. 9055 

No the ſimple queſtion between us is this, 

in what ſenſe is it ſaid to be a new man? 


It muſt either be in reſpect of the © oneneſs ;' 


that now, and not before, the Gentiles were 
grafted in among them, as Rom. xi. 17.; or 
it muſt be in reſpe& of the exiſtence of God's 
church; that now, and not before, God had 
a church on earth. I rake it in the firſt ſenſe, 
that the * newneſs' hath reſpect to the one- 
neſs, or union formed between Jews and Gen. 
tiles, in which ſenſe it was certainly a © new 
man.“ The Doctor takes it in the laſt ſenſe, 
that it denotes the firſt formation of a church 
on earth; and that there did not exiſt before 
this time, either the ſoul or body of a church: 
for, ſays he, it ſuppoſes a new ſoul, and a 
new body.” This is no other than plunging 
into the old gulph with brother Booth, viz. 
a denial that there ever exiſted a church of 
God on earth from the creation to the coming 
of Chriſt : and in this gulph, as long as they 
defend Antipædobaptiſm, they mult even re- 
NN + 7 oo . | 
Ihe Doctor ſays, p. 81, that * the parti. 

tion-wall was this very ſuppoſed church-ſtate, 
and that it conſiſted of the law of command- 
ments contained in ordinances, and particu- 
larly circumciſion.” Now, if he will only 
diſtinguiſh between church-ordinances and 
church- members, and grant, that while the 

EP F former 
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former were taken away, the latter remained, 
I agree with him; but if he inſiſt, that the 
abolition of ordinances implied the abolition | 
of memberſhip, it is equally abſurd, as if a 
man ſhould affirm, that the removal of a par- 
tition implied the extinction of a family. 
My reaſoning on this text may be ſeen in 
p. 56, 57 Candid Reaſons. 
IV. Rom. xi. 23, 24. And they allo, if 
they abide not {till in unbelief, ſhall be graft- 
ed in again; for God is able to graft them in 
again, &c.“ It was the identity of the 
church- ſtate among Jews and Gentiles that 
this paſſage was brought to prove; and it is 
fo exceedingly plain, that what the Jews were 
broken oft from, the Gentiles were grafted 
into, that it is a wonder any man ſhould 
think of oppoſing i it. The Doctor, however, 
does oppoſe it, but it is to his coſt. The 
whole he ſays in oppoſitionto me, on theſe two 
verſes, amounts to—an impertinent queſtion 
—a palpable falſehood —a profane affertion— 
and, laſt of all, a ſelf-confutation. 
I. He aſks an impertineht queſtion. In 
page 76 he fays, © But if this olive- tree here 
denotes a viſible. church-ſtate, I would fain 
know in what ſenſe they can be ſaid to have 
fallen, been caſt, away, and broken off?“ 
All I need ſay 10 this filly queſtion is, that 
the Doctor had better have aſked, in what 
ſenſe the Gentiles were grafted in; and that 
1 85 have. led him to ſee in What ſenſe the 
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Jews were broken off But if he be really 
ſo ignorant as he ſeems to make himſelf in 
this place, I would adviſe him to apply to 
ſome Baptiit friend for inſormation. 


II. He runs into a palpable falſehood. If 


therefore,” ſays he, p. 77, © they were the 
old church, the kingdom of God, and the 
very church of God, they remain ſo, une. 
tered, to this moment.” They remain ſo un- 
altered to this moment ! He muſt be a brazen 
man that will face down an Apoſtle, and 
contradict him in a matter of fact. They 
were broken oft—caſt away, ſays the Apoſtle, 
from that olive-tree into which the Gentiles 
were grafted. No, ſays Dr. Jenkins, they 
remain unaltered to this moment ! My dear 
Baptiſt friends, this is warm work—it is a 


ſhocking ſyſtem that leads a man to give an 


Apoſtle the lie. But this is nct all; you ſhall 

. foon ſee him at ſuch work, which, if you are 

not as hardy as he is, will make you ſhudder 
for ſuch a man. 5 


III. He advances a vile, ungodly ſentiment. 
In p. 78, the Doctor thus expreſſes his vile 


ſentiment. If it be urged, that their ob- 
ſlinate adherence to their former church ſtaie 
was the cauſe of their rejection of the Goſ- 
pel, this bears an unfriendly aſpect toward 
that Hate, and intimates that it was not of 
that evangelical conſtruction he ſuppoſes it to 
be, ſince it was made the dire inſtrument 
of oppoſing the Goſpel, and *concluding its 

; Own 
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own members in unbelief, and antipathy to 
Chriſt. And Iam perſuaded that this was the 
caſe. 


the Doctor does not ſay, that the abuſe of 
their church. tate was the cauſe of their re- 
jecting the Goſpel their unbelief — and an- 
tipathy to Chriſt; but their adherence, their 
obſtinate eee to it. Nor does he ſay, 


ſion, or indire# mean, but the direct inſtru- 
nent. If, therefore, the church- ſtate was 
made a direct inſtrument of oppoſing the 
Goſpel, and concluding its own members in 
unbelief, and antipathy to Chriſt, and their 
adherence to it the cauſe of rejecting the 
Goſpel; it was fo far from being an evan- 
gelical, or even a political, that it was plainly 
no other than a diabolical church- ſtate, a mere 
ſynagogue of Satan. 


I am perſuaded, ſays the DoQor, that this 
was the caſe! And to make villainy appear 


more vile, he not only aſſerts a foul ſentiment, 
but has the aſſurance to bring an Apoſtle to 
ſanction his horrid aſſertion. I am per- 


ſuaded that this was the caſe, as the Apoſtle 


tells us.” What! will an Apoſtle tell us, 
that their adhering to their church-ſtate was 
the cauſe of rejecting the Goſpel, and that 


it was itſelf made the direct inſtrument of 


unbelief, and antipathy to Chriſt?— Let us 
hear him, Rom. ix. 31, 32+ © But lirael, 


13 „ 


Now I defire the reader to herne that 


that their church- ſtate was the innocent occa- 
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which followed after the law of righteouſneſs, 
hath not attained to the law of righteouſneſs, 
Wherefore, becauſe they ſought it not by 
faith, but as it were by the works of the law; 
for they ſtumbled at that ſtumbling-ſtone, 
7. e. Chriſt, v. 33.“ 8 
This is the paſſage alledged by our Doctor 
to prove his vile ſentiment; and yet there 


is not a word in it that even inſinuates, that 


the Jewiſh church-ſtate was made the direct 
inſtrument of oppoſition, unbelief, and anti- 
pathy to Chriſt. It merely informs us what 
the Jews themſelves did, and that in doing 
what they did, they © ſtumbled.— This is the 
man that writes a profeſſed anſwer! Ah! he's 
a fine fellow, he ſticks at nothing; he can, 
as it ſerves his turn, either face down an 
Apoſtolic fact, or father a falſehood upon an 
Apoſtle. 7 | 


But, my dear Baptiſt friends, this is going | 


farther than even Mr. Booth ; he indeed made 
the ancient church political; but I do not re- 
collect that he has ever made it diabolical. 
Can you inform me, my quondam brethren, 
what induced your Doctor to dreſs up God's 
ancient church-ſtate in a San- benito? Or why 
he ſhould give it the ſhape of a demon -a 


direct inſtrument of oppoſition, unbelief, and W 


antipathy to Chriſt ? If you cannot, I can tell 

you; he thought, that if he could make that 
church. ſtate, in which infants were once con- 
ſidered as members, to be diabolical, it * 
7 | | : 


o 


(\. 43-7); 


be a ſufficient reaſon againſt their admiſſion 
into that which 1s evangelical. And thus, to 
diſcard infants from the preſent, he adorns 
the ancient church- ſtate 1 in the habit of a de- 
mon. | 


mentize your Doctor; 1 ſhall leave him where 
I found him. Yet permit me to ſay to you, 


that there is a paſſage of Scripture more to 


the purpoſe, to ſhew the tendency of the an- 


cient church- ſtate, and that is John, v. 46, 47. 


Hear the Lord of life and glory, who has 
given a much better account of this buſineſs 
than your Doctor: © Had ye believed Moſes, 
ye would have believed me ; for he wrote of 
me. But if ye believe not his writings, how 
ſhall ye believe my words?“ From hence the 


reader, and I think you yourſelves, will draw 


an inference very different from that foul aſ- 
| ſertion of your Doctor's, into which his ob- 

ſtinate adherence to Antipzdobaptilm has 
| dragged him, 

IV. He confutes himſelf. He ſays, p. 78, 
Rat Whenever, upon their believing, they are 
to be grafted in again, it will not be into their 
old legal rate, nor into their former profeſ- 
ſion, but into ſomething new and better, 
| which yet, undoubtedly, proceeds from that 


good olive-tree, of which they may be ſaid to 


be the natural branches.“ 
Here the Doctor expreſſes the ancient 


church ſtate by two phraſes—an old legal 


ſtate — 


But I ſhall not take upon me to - 
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ſtate—and, a good olive. tree. 
from this old legal ſtate, to wit, the good 


He ſays, that 


olive: tree, there 


proceeded ſomething new 
and better: 


that is to ſay, their o/d legal 


Na was in fact a good olive- tree; and though | 


old ſtate, it produced ſomething © new ;* 
2 though a legal, and fo a 4ad ſtate, it pro- 
duced ſomething better! Thus the“ new and 
better,” proceeded from the od and bad.'— 
Ido not know that the Doctor has ever been 
in Ireland; but, ah! it is a fine thing to be 
a Doctor! "This, however, '1s only a piece of 
Iriſh ſtuff; - now for the Doctor 8 felf· confu- 
tation. 
The Jews being i in an old legal ſtate, i. e. 
a good olive- tree, what might have been ex- 
N. 0 from them? Why, ſaith the Doctor, 
p. 79, They are called the natural branches, 
to ſignify, what might naturally have been 
expected, even that when the Saviour came, 
they would have received and rejoiced in him, 
after the example of Abraham. 
default here that they were cut off, and the 
Gentiles, who embraced the Goſpel, were 
grafted i in, and partook of the fatneſs of the 
olive-tree.“ Very 


page, the Ty adherence to their church- 
ſtate was the cauſe. of their rejecting the Gol- 
pel, and this bore an unfriendly aſpect toward 
that tate; and it was made the direct inſtru- 
ment of oppoſing the Goſpel, and concluding 
its e in unbelief, and — 1 

riſt. 


It was for a 


well. In the preceding 


(3s -) 


Chrift. But now, they are called natural 
branches, to ſigniſy, that when Chriſt came, 
it might naturally be expected they would 
believe in him. | | : 
Pray, Doctor, do men look for grapes from 
thorns, or figs from thiſtles? Are we natu- 
rally to expect faith in Chriſt, from a ſtate 
which is a direct inſtrument of oppoſition, 
unbelief, and antipathy to him ?—Why not? 
For if that which was *0/4' and d, pro- 
duced ſomething new and betten; why might 
not that, which was a dire&riinftrument of op- 
poſition, unbelief, and andpaityy* to Chriſt, 
be naturally expected to leatÞttpFaith and joy 
in him? How is it, Doctor? is this an Iriſhiſm, 
or a polernio/ ſuicide ? But ſhould the Doctor 
ever breathe again, to be ſure he will tell us 
—A 5-6 +; 3 
In attending to the Doctor, I confeſs I had 
like to have forgot Mr. Kingh: rn. However, 
| find, by caſting my eye over this part of 
the book, it would not have been material. 
What he particularly inſiſts upon, is, that if 
the church be ſuppoſed to continue, all its 
ordinances muſt of neceſſity continue likewiſe. 
But this is altogether as ridiculous as to af- 
firm, that the rules and orders of a family 
can no otherwiſe be varied or diſcontinued, 
but by the diſcontinuance of the family itſelf. 
Nothing more is neceſſary for the removal of 
this confuſion of idea, but a mere diſtin- 
guiſhing between church- members, andchurch- 
. ES, _ ordinances, 


——-—U7Uÿ ũ ę ʃ ) M !M.U:f᷑nt «„ 


1 


ordinances, than which there is not any thing 
more eaſy. 

I ſhall only obſerve to the reader on this 
part, that two of theſe paſſages were pro- 
duced to ſhew the ſameneſs of the church 
under both diſpenſations; ; the other two to 
prove the union or ingrafting of the Gentiles 
into the Jewiſh church, For a view of the 
reaſoning on each, I muſt refer the reader to 
Candid Reaſons, p. 45—58.—In addition to 
theſe Scriptures, 1 introduced four other ar- 
guments, whithrare:the following: 

I. There Vim dhe New Teſtament no law 
whatever to Tet) Hide the primitive right of 
infants tochurch- memberſhip. This is granted 
by the Doctor, and therefore we have no 
contention on this head. 


II. The Jews at large had no 1 


of the excluſion of infants; they neither op- 
poſe nor approve, which they doubtleſs would 
have done, if ſuch an excluſion had taken 
place. What ſays the Doctor to this ?— 
Nothing—nothing to the point. —He fays it 
is a faile argument. —Let us proceed. Mr, 
Kinghorn ?—he ſays nothing. 
III. Our Lord and his Apoſtles take ſpe- 
_ cial notice of infants, and inſtead of exclud- 
ing, ſpeak of them as {till poſſeſſing a right 
to memberſhip in the church of God. — o 

3 this Jalledged.,. | 

I. Luke ix. 47, 48. Mark-i 1X. 36. « And 
Jeſus took a child, and ſet him by. him, " 
nf when 
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when he had taken him in his arms, he ſaid 
unto them, whoſoever ſhall receive this child 
in my name, receiveth me, &c.” 

To this the Doctor ſays, p. 83, “ It is Mr. 
E's unhappineſs to be unwilling to bring 

every thing that ought to be produced.” I 
aſk what ſhould be produced? The Doctor 
ſays, he tells us what Luke and Mark have 
related, but not what is in Matthew.” To 
this I reply, I doubt whether that in Matt. xviii. 
relate to the ſame fact; and my reaſons are 
theſe : 

1.) There is a difference in the introduc: 
tion- Matthew ſays, the diſciples came unto 
Jeſus, /aying, who is the greateſt in the king- 
dom of heaven? But Mark ſays, © Jeſus aſked 
them, what was it that ye diſputed among 
yourſelves by the way? But they held their 
peace.“ Luke ſays, © Jeſus, perceiving the 
thought of their heart, took a child, &c.” 

(2.) There is a difference in the relation. 
Matthew, ** Jeſus calledalittle child untohim.“ 
Mark and Luke, He took a child.” Mat- 
thew ſpeaks of being converted, and becom- 
ing like children—of being humbled as a 
ad of offending little ones; of which 
there is not a ſyllable in Mark or Luke. 

(3.) There is a difference reſpecting the 
ſubſequent tranſactions. This I need not par- 
ticularly ſpecify, ſince the reader will eaſily 
perceive it upon examination. Now when 
the Doctor is pleaſed to reconcile theſe things, 

and 
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and to prove the identity of the fact, I ſhal 


give him another anſwer ; but this, at preſent, 
is all his remark requires. 


II. Mark x. 14. But when Jeſus ſaw it, 
he was much diſpleaſed, and ſaid unto them, 
ſuffer the little children to come unto me, and 
forbid them not; for of ſuch is the kingdom 

of God“ Here the Doctor oppoſes what ! 
had ſaid, with a ſtring of wiſe queſtions, and 
a train of weak diviſions.- ' + _ 
(..) With a ſtring of queſtions- He thinks 
the Apoſtles were totally vnacquainted with 
the church- memberſhip of infants, and this 
he will prove by way of interrogation. If,“ 
ſays he, p- 84, 85, the Apoſtles were well ac- 
quainted with the memberſhip of infants in 
the church, as a practice which had prevailed 
in their nation, for many centuries, how durſt 
they have refuſed theſe little church- members 
to come to him that was the head of the 
church? Is it conceivable that, with ſuch 
knowledge, they would have been guilty of 
this refuſal? Does not their conduct plainly 
deny, that they knew of any ſuch infant 
church-memberſhip ?” 
Nov thele e of the Doctor's are of 
the ſame: wie caſt, as if he had ſaid, how 


durſt any man do wrong, who knew what 
was right? Is it conceivable that, with the 


knowledge of right, he ſhould ever do wrong! 
Does not his conduct plainly deny, that he 
had e ſuch e After all, it is 

| Plain 


ob | 1 / 
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plain the Apoſtles did wrong, and that Jeſus 
was difpleaſed with them. Jeſus was dif. 
pleaſed, fays the Doctor with their harſbneſc. 
Their harſhneſs ! Nay, according to the Doc- 
tor's ſage queſtions, it was impoſſible they 
could have been harſh ; for this ſuppoſes them 
to have been as ignorant of meekneſs, as, he 
ſays, they were of infant-memberſhip. For if 
(to imitate the Doctor) they knew what meek- 
neſs was, how durſt they have been harſh ? 
Is it conceivable that, with ſuch knowledge, 
they ſhould be guilty of -harſhneſs ? Does not 
their conduct plainly deny, that they knew any 
thing of meekneſs? In the ſame way, our 
DoQor's ſapient interrogatories will reduce 
the Apoſtles to a ſtate of inſanity, and place 
our Lord in the capacityof areproverof ideots. 
For, according to the ſagacious Doctor, what- 
ever fault they may have fallen into, it muſt 
have been, becauſe they knew no better. He 
then attacks me, 5 
II. With a train of diviſions. Of the 
kingdom of God, fays the Docter, p. 85, 
there are four views given in the Scripture. 
Firſt, the outward preaching of the Galpel. 
Secondly, the work of grace in the heart. 
ut the church of Chriſt in the world. 


£ 


Fourthly, the kingdom of glory above.” — 

Well, and what is this diviſion for ?.“ This 

will teach us, ſays the Doctor,“ that there are 

ſenſes in which infants can, and in which they 

cannot, be of the kingdom of * 
| 2 | F 3 


( 30) 
vill evince the abſurdity of Mr. E's applica. 


tion of his maxim, for he cannot argue a ma. 
Jore ad minus; or,” as the Doctor ſays, © from 
the fourth, to the firſt view.” 

I agree with the Doctor that this mode of 
arguing will not anſwer in his alledged caſes. 
For, as he makes his firſt view to mean out. 

- ward preaching, and his fourth, a ſtate of 
gory: ; it is true enough, I cannot ſay, in- 1 T 
nts may be glorified,“ therefore, infants I igt 

* ſhould preach · * This argument will by no G 


and that clearly, that infants ſhould not be 
« preachers-* . But then, to prove that in- fror 
; fants ſhould not preach, is, without doubt, a 
curious way of proving that they ſhould not W aq 


means favour preaching infants; for though WW tar 
It cannot be proved, in this way, that infauts to | 
ſhould not be © members ;* it may be proved, 0 x 
is fa 


be baptized- dei 
There is one thing, however, which 1 thi 
muſt remind the Doctor of, and that is, * 
that the argument @ myore ad minus was Ih 
urged only under a ſuppoſition, that the pla 


phraſe kingdom of God, intended a ſtate 5 
of glory. But our Doctor muſt know, that 
I advanced ſeveral reaſons to prove, that in 7 
this paſſage, it meant the church on earth. 55 
This was full to the point. What ſays the 
Doctor to this? — Mute —not a word. And 
Mr. Kin ghorn? “ I ſhall not follow him.” Ml © 
3 Ads i ii. 38, 29- © Then Peter ſaid unto 
than, repent, and be baptized every one of 
| you. 
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you. For the*promiſe is unto you, and to 
your children, and to all that are afar off, 
even as many as the Lord our God ſhall call.“ 
On this paſſage the Doctor does two things; 
he differs from me, and then denounces me. 
I. He differs from me, (I.) reſpecting the 
promiſe. (2,) reſpecting the limitation.— 
The promiſe,“ he ſays, p. 88, “ was the 
gift of the Holy Ghoſt;“ but produces no- 
thing to ſupport his aſſertion. 1, on the con- 
mary, affirm, that it was the promiſe made 
to Abraham; © I will be a God to thee, and 
to thy ſeed.” The Doctor objects, that this 
is far-fetched. I reply, that it is only fetched 
from the Bible, from whence the Apoſtles were 
accuſtomed to produce all their authority, 
Acts iii. 25.— Rom. iv. 10. 17. But this 
being a very important part of the ſubject, I 
think it needful, though the Doctor has ad- 
vanced only bare aſſertion, to ſupport what 
have affirmed, from the agreement of the 
places, and the appointment of God. 
he agreement of the places is ſtrikingly 
evident, whether we view the mode of ex- 
preſſion, Iwill be a God—to thee and to thy 
 leed”*—* The promiſe is—to you and et) your 
children;“ or whether we conſider the con- 
nection of each with a poſitive inſtitute. In 
theſe two reſpects, there are no two paſſages 
which agree to each other, as this in Acts, 
to that in Geneſis. But what makes it ſtill 
more evident, that the Apoſtle intends that 
i oe F 2 Promiſe 
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promiſe made to Abraham, viz) 6610 be a God 
to thee, and to thy ſeed;? is this, it is certain 
that that very promiſe had an equal reſpect 
to Jews and Gentiles. And that this was 
really the caſe, the bare comparing of Gen. 
xvii. 5. 9. with Rom. iv. 10. 17, will be an 
ample demonſtration. _ 

In that tranſaction recorded in Geneſis xvii. 
wherein the covenant and promiſe were con- 


firmed, God conſtituted Abraham a * father 


of many nations ;* or, as the Apoſtle explains 
it, Rom-1v. 12, an heir of the world.“ Take 
the Apoſtle's comment on that ancient tranſ- 
action in his own words: The promiſe that 
he ſhould be the heir of the world was not to 
Abraham, or to his ſeed, through the law, 
but through the righteouſneſs F faith- [So 


not a political buſineſs, as the Baptiſts make 


it.] For if they which are of the law be 
heirs, faith is made void, and the promiſe of 
none effect. Therefore it is of faith that it 
might be of grace; to the end the promiſe 
might be ſure to all the ſeed; [thus it was 
an evangelical tranſaction,] not to that only 
which is of the law, but to that alfo which 1s 
of the faith of Abraham, who 1 is the father 
of us all, as it is written Gen. xvii. . I have 
made thee a father of many nations.“ [Thus 
it equally reſpeQed Jews and Gentiles.] Now, 
as God madethispromiſe to run down through 
all generations, the Apoſtle only expreſſed a 


van tact, and a Ain appointment, 0 
e 
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he laid, © the promiſe is to you, and to your 
children, and to all that are afar off, even as 


many as the Lord our God ſhall call. „ "Theſe 
_ reaſons, founded on the internal evidence of 


the text, and the appointment of God, I place 
againſt the Doctor's nothing and Mr. 
Kinghorn's nothing. And this fairly over- 
throws the Baptiſts; for if the promiſe, when 
firſt made, had reſpect to parents and infants, 
it muſt ever ſo continue, as long as it is a Pro- 


muſe. 2 


In the next place, the Doctor and 1 differ 


| about the limiting clauſe. He is for one li- 


mit; J am for two. He fays, it is in the 
laſt clauſe; ; I fayit1s in the firſt and laſt— 


„to you and to your children,” —*< to as 


many as the Lord our God ſhall al 7. te 


tays, it is evidently ſo from the ſcope of the 
place; I ſay, it is evidently not ſo: and my 


denial is as good as his affirmation, __ 
But as all this is nothing to the public, I 


take the liberty of ſaying, that the Doctor's 


limitation is lame in both its legs; it is both 


deficient and redundant, the one leg being 


ſhrivelled, and the other gouty. His limita- 
tion is defective and ſhrivelled in this reſpect, 
that it bears no proportion to any plan, nor 


does it harmonize with any procedure of the. 


divine Being ; for there is no plan of church 
procedure on record, wherein infants are ſe- 
W from their parents. 
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The Doctor's limitation is redundant and 
gouty in this, that upon his plan, the term 
* children' is a mere ſuperfluity z becauſe 


adult poſterity, which is all the DoQor will 
grant to be intended, is fully exprefled in the 


other clauſes. But he, to rub off this pro- 
tuberance, tells us, p. 89, that 4 children” 
would not have been mentioned at all, if the 
Jews had not faid, His blood be upon us and 
our children.” This is the Doctor's conjec- 
ture; but what in the world can his conjec- 
tures ſignify to us? ſince the Apoſtle is not 
framing a new promiſe, pro re nata; but 
merely affirming what was on record, 
as the ancient plan and appointment of 
God. The Doctor's limitation, therefore, 
whereby he would exclude infants, is merely 
withered and gouty; and having no affinity 
either with the text, or general trait of divine 
procedure, it agrees to nothing civil or ſa- 
_ cred, but only to the diforderly caſt of his 
own genius. FR 


Ir. Kinghorn is, if poſfible, more curious: 


than the Doctor. For he, in proving that 
the promiſe in the text does not belong to 
Infants, proves that it belongs to nobody, 
that either was, or is, or is to come, except 
to prophets only, and workers of miracles. 
For having premiſed, that the promiſe in- 
tended in the text was that taken from Joel, 
and mentioned in Acts, ii. 16, 21; he fays, 
| 5 e 
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p. 31, „ Here then we aſk, whether this 
promiſe from its nature was, or could be, 
fulfilled in their infants? And did they pro- 
pheſy ?. Was it accompliſhed by their working 
miracles 9 If not, this promiſe. could not be 
conſidered as including them.” And if ſo, 
I am ſure it cannot include Mr, Kinghorn, 
unleſs he means to perform much greater 
miracles than he has done in this publication. 
II. He denounces me as a falſe quoter.— 
« He,” ſays the Doctor, p. 91, © moſt ſhame. 
fully pretended: to quote Mr. Booth, left out 
a material part of what he ſaid.” This, 1 
think, is noticed by all who have written 
againſt me, ſome expreſſing a horror and 
altoniſhment at my villainy. Mr. Paice in 
particular, p. 25, ſeems to think me a knave, 
and even worſe than a murderer. - The Docs 
tor himſelf has great ſuſpicion of my honeſty ; 
for, in p. 129, he ſays, © If he thinks fit to re- 
ply, I expect he will quote me falſely, as he 
has Mr. Booth.” I am accuſed then of quoting 
_ falſely. I deny the charge. I ſhall, therefore, 
firſt, clear myſelf, and then turn accuſer. 

The words quoted are, there is nothing 
-faid about the promiſe reſpecting any beſides 
thoſe who were then awakened.” Thoſe 
omitted were, and ſuch as the Lord our 
God ſhall call.“ The Doctor thinks this 
clauſe a material part; I, on the- other fide, 
think it totally immaterial, and always have. 
Now that the Doctor is wrong, and 1 right, 

5 5 W 
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will appear by this, that my reflection on Mr. 
Booth will be equally pertinent on the whole 
paſlage, as on a part, e. g- There is nothing 
faid about the promiſe reſpecting any beſides 


thoſe who were then awakened, and ſuch as 


the Lord our God ſhall call.?? Now, I re- 
mark, there is ſomething faid about the pro- 
miſe reſpeCting thoſe who were then awakened; 

and there is ſomething ſaid about the promiſe 
reſpecting thoſe whom the Lord our God /ba/] 
call. But, ſays Mr. Booth, there is nothing 
ſaid reſpecting any beſides. Mr. B., ſhould 
not have ſaid this with the text before his 
eyes; he ſhould firſt have eraſed that clauſe, 


e and to your children; and not let it ſtand 


to ſtare him in the face, and convict him of 
falſehood. For as © children' are diſtinguiſhed 
from thoſe who were in future to be called; as 
well as from thoſe who were already awakened, 
he might as well have affirmed, that the promiſe 
belonged to none, as that it did not belong 
to one of the three. 
I now turn accuſer, and my echlasen 19 
ſuch, that I will give the Doctor twelve months 
to exculpate himſelf. He ſays, p. 87, His 
direction to aſk ourſelves, whether Peter could 
ever mean, by their children, their poſterity, 
when he himſelf allows he certainly does, 
' raiſes a wiſh, &c.” Our Doctor here makes 
me contradit m yſelf; but how does he ef- 
fect this? Why, "bo, out of three words which 


ſtcod together, takes only one, and ſuppreſe 
i | 8 8 4 * the 
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the other two. My words, as they ſtand in 
p. 75, are, Adult poſterity only,” out of 
which he has only taken the word © poſterity.” 
Now I appeal to you, my Baptiſt friends, whe- 
ther, when three words ſtand cloſe together, 
as © adult poſterity only, any man, by mere 
accident, could drop the firſt, adult] and the 
third, [only] (two diſcriminating words,) and 
take ont the middle one [poſterity] from be- 
tween them—l appeal to you, I fay, whether 
this could be done, and with a view, at the 
ſame time, to involve me in a contradiction 
by mere hurry or overſight ? 


11 CHAP. III. 
CRITICAL REMARKS ON THE DOCTOR'S 
- SIXTH LETTER. 1 


N this letter the Doctor has made, what 
he calls, curſory reffections on my Scheme, 
Short Method, and Uſe of Infant Baptiſm. 
To thoſe, who have read with attention what 
[ have written on theſe three ſubjects, the re- 
flections, if deſigned to refute, muſt exhibit 
the Doctor as a very penurious, pitiful genius. 
I may ſay, in imitation of a certain Monarch, 
If the Doctor did not deſign to oppoſe me, he 
has ſaid too much; if he did, he has ſaid too 
little. I am highly diverted, when 1 ſee a 
profeſſed anſwerer, ſuch as the Doctor pur- 
ports to be, make ſuch a little, tiny, trifling 
hh 5 1 defence, 
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a on the part of our common "TY 
the Baptiſts. Some of his prettieſt reflections 
1 ſhall record, and, for the ſake of brevity, 


place my own notes 9 them Nun 


crotchets. 

r Scheme. bs While,” ſays the 
Doctor, P- 95, © he has brought forward ſome 
texts, which ſpeak in a general way, of be- 
lievers' baptiſm, he has ſuppreſſed others, 
which confine it to perſons of that deſcrip- 
tion.“ [Then the Doctor is as bad as 1 am; 
for he has Topp refled them too.] He 


charges Mr. Booth with a deception for cal- 


lin aa ulm the Baptiſts? fide.” [I call 
nt it now; ks Mr. Booth defend it if he can.] 
He is himſelf guilty of a real deception; 
for though he would inſinuate, that the Pædo- 


baptiſts hold adult baptiſm after the ſame man- 


ner the Baptiſts do, he knows they do not.“ 
IIf he mean, excluſive of infants, I never in- 


ſinuated it; if other wiſe, I know they do; 


and that it is not a ſubject of diſpute between 
them] Mr. E is not only reſolved to con- 
tradict Mr. Booth and Dr. Owen, but the 
Apoſtle himſelf.“ [That I have contradicted 
Mr. Booth I acknowledge ; nor is it in the 
power of the Doctor to bring him off But 


o W have I contradicted Dr. Owen? 
Mule —orthe Ap oſtle J., Whenthe Apoſtle, 


Heb. vii · 12, ald, that the prieſthood being 
changed, there is made of neceſſity a change 
allo of the lu, he meant that the whole body 
3 | and 
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and form of ceremonies. was aboliſhed.”” 
[And wherein have I contradicted him 25 
Mute again.] The Chriſtian church is of a 
nature and form. entirely new, and calculated 
to draw the ſoul near to God.” [Then the 
Jewiſh church, . being the reverſe, was calcu- 
lated to drive the ſoul farther from God. — 
That this is the Doctor's real ſentiment, * 
be ſeen in p. 78 of his piece. 
But the Doctor now turns commentator, 
and herein he ſhines.) *© Agreeable to Iſaiah 
xlv. 15, 17. God ſhall ſlay thee, (i. e. ſays 
the Doctor, the form of legal ceremonies,) | 
and call his ſervants by another name.“ [I ſup- 
poſe the Doctor, by ſervants, mult mean the 
form of evangelical ceremonies: But, how- 
ever, the leg: Fj form, he ſays, muſt be ſlain, 
Now this legal form, as he calls it, is ſaid, 
in verſes 13, 14, to be hungry, and thirſty, 
and aſhamed; to cry for ſorrow of heart, and 
howl for vexation of ſpirit; and now in verſe 
15, the Doctor ſays, it is to be ſlain, What 
an excellent commentator !] But my chief 
remark on-his ſcheme is, 10h! how I like 
the Doctor's chief remarks ! The reader ſhall 
have every word of it; aye, truly, and ſo he 
ſhall, For though I read i it, and called it non- 
ſenſe; the reader ſhall call it what he pleaſes. ] 
** But my chief remark is, that he has not 
written with ſufficient caution, but rather ex- 
poſed himſelf ; for pretending to ſurpriſe us 
all with a congregational en in Abra- 
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ham's family, and a prieſt choſen by the peo- 
ple, and ſpeaking afterwards. of a 958 
church, and a regular prieſthood ardained of 
God, untrue as K former idea is, yet who 
does not ſee the inſinuation, that the latter 


being of divine ordination, if the Chriſtian 


religlon had made any eſſential alteration in 
the form of the church, then it would have 
paſſed from a regular to an irregular (i. e. con- 
13 ational) prieſthood? So that I think Mr. 
as given more than a broad hint of his 
predilection for a national church, and a re- 
gularly-ordained prieſthood.” This is the 
Doctor's remark, his chief! worthy to be 
written in letrers of clay! 

II. On the ſhort method. —The Doctor ſays, 
Þ 96, 97, What we have already proved of 
the poſitive and explicit right of women to the 
Lord's ſupper,” [and that is nothing! will 
et aſide all the application of his ſix queries; 

[will it ſet aſide Mr. Booth's aſſertions? will 
ſet aſide his contradiQions ?] © and there- 
fote I ſhall only obſerve; here (1:) That were 
| his arguments "ſt, which they are not,” ' [Doc- 
tor ſays ſo] © they would merely be ad ho- 
E 5 (7, e. ad Boothum-; ſo indeed they were 
intended: and let homo, i. e. Boothus anſwer 
them, ] * I obſerve (2) that he does not dig. 
tinguiſh upon the true nature of analogy and 
implicit evidence, and the difference between 
it and what js explicit ; and hence, if a fair 
inference be drawn from explicit premiles, as 
Y We 


3 
we have done, [mark that, as we have done.” 
So the Baptiſts, by their own confeffion, are 


become inference-drawers upon a poſitive in- 


ſtitute.] * Immediately he cries out, this is 


arguing from inference and analogy.” [And 


what elfe in the world can it be? The Doctor 
allows the Baptiſts do draw an inference, but 
does not like to be told of it: he, like Mr. 
Booth, who did nothing but infer, would 
wiſh to paſs it off under another name.] © 80 
leading his readers to conſider inference, as 
being neceſſarily of the ſame nature with 
analogy. This 18 an impoſition, and there- 
fore 1 have ſtated what is the proper diſtinc- 
tion between the two words.” [I love to ſee 


the Doctor explain; now for the diſtinction 


between analogy and inference.] “ If an infe- 


rence be drawn ſimply from analogy, it is an 
uncertain conſequence, and can, at moſt, 
amount only to probability; whereas, if thè 
premiſes be open and explicit, the inference 


will be concluſive and certain.“ [There's a 
learned diſtinction between inference and ana- 
logy ! The Doctor concludes by noticing the 
conſequence I had drawn from Baptiſt princi- 


ples, that God had no church in the world 


for fifteen hundred years. This he calls my 


inſinuation; but with what face could he ſay 
ſo, ſince I have only made uſe of their own 


words? And as their late publications, in- 


ſtead of retraQting, have confirmed the fact, 
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it muſt ſtand out againſt them as a condem- 
nation of their ſyſtem.] 
III. On the uſe of infant baptiſm. In this 


part, Pp. 99—106, we have a preachment about 


the bad. tendency of infant baptiſm, as it 


nouriſhes:pride and ſelf-dependence, &c. ; and 
how badly ſome are inſtruQed, and how well 
the Baptiſts teach their children; and a good 
deal more of the ſame kind ; all which may 


very well be ſuffered to paſs as the Doctor's 


ſermon. It is to his 1 8 and not to 
* ſermon, I mean to turn my attention. 
His deſign is to prove that infants cannot be 
conſidered as diſciples, and that they are not 

ſo called in Acts, xv. 10. But the method he 
takes is ſo ſingular, that it either proves, 
(againſt himſelf) that infants are really dil- 
ciples; or, that diſciples are neither infants, 
nor «ity: | 

«© Theſe diſciples,” ſays the Doctor, p- 101, 
« vere commanded not to be circumciſed ; and 
if Mr. E. had been the logician he arrogates 
the honour of, he would have averted [ad- 
verted] to Dr. Watts's rule in forming ſyl- 
logiſms, that * if one of the premiſes be nega- 
tive, the concluſion muſt be negative.“ Ac- 
cording to this rule, a ſyllogiſm from the 
above text, AQs xv. muſt run thus: 
Circumciſion was commanded not to be 
impoſed upon the diſciples ; 

But circumciſion was impoſed upon its: 

Therefore Infants axe not TI. 
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Now, 1 have no objection to Dr. Watts' 8 
rule, but merely to 4 lameneſs of Dr. Jen- 
kins's reaſoning, There is in the minor pro- 

8 Cireumciſion was impoſed upon in- 
fants, an ambiguity which muſt be explained. 
When he ſays, © Circumcifion was impoſed,” 
I want to know, who impoſed it; whether the 
Jewiſh teachers, or divine authority; ? It cer- 
tainly muſt be the one or the other. If the 
Jewiſh teachers impoſed circumcifion upon 
infants, then it is clear, infants were called 
diſciples. For the prohibition of the Apoſtles, 
and the impoſition of the Jewiſh teachers, had 
reſpect to the ſame objects; that is, what the 
Jewiſh teachers were attempting to do, that 
the Apoſtles forbid their doing. And then, 
as the Jewiſh teachers were impoſing circum- 
cifion on infants, and the Apoſtles, in forbid- 
ding them, called thoſe, on whom they were 
impoſing it, diſciples, it clearly follows, that 
infants were the diſciples there ſpoken of. 
But if the Doctor ſhould mean, by this 
blind propoſition of his, that circumciſion 
was impoſed on infants by divine authority, 
then the propoſition is deteCtive ; becauſe di- 
vine authority impoſed circumciſion on both 
adults and infants. Now this being the caſe, 
we muſt add, to make the propoſition com- 
plete, the word «adults? to that of © infants ;' 
and then the conſequence will be, that, upon 
the Doctor's plan, diſciples are neither in- 
fants nor adults, — Thus it will operate: 
. G 2 55 | * Gre 
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: Circumciſion was commanded not to be im- 

poſed upon the diſciple 

But circumciſion was impoſed, upon adults 
and infants ; 

Therefore, neither adults nor infants are 
as Ss 

This logical weapon of the Doctor's s is a 
terrible two-edged ſword ; with one of its 
edges it ſlaughters himſelf, by proving infants 
to be diſciples ; with- the other, it flays all 
mankind, by proving, that, as neither in- 
fants nor adults are diſciples, there can be no 
ſuch thing as a diſciple in the world. Mr. 
Booth and Dr. Jenkins are a ſad pair of death- 
doing wights; before whoſe wide-waſting po- 
tency both church and diſciples fall together. 
Mr. Booth cuts up the church, and Dr. Jen- 
kins cuts down, the diſciples, It 'was once 
faid, corpora magnanimo ſatis eſt proftraſſe Le- 
oni ; but this is a war of extirpation, and no- 
thing can ſtand betore theſe t men. 


. 
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CHAP. IV. 


CRITICAL REMARKS. ON THE DOCTOR'S 
SEVENTH AND LAST LETTER. 


Tims letter contains the Doctor's obſerva- 
tions on the mode of baptiſm; wherein 
the reader will find much wild conjecture, and 


2 a little weak criticiſm. Now for a taſte Hl 
| | 15 
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I. His wild conjefture.—In Acts xvi. 13, 
mention is made of a river. A river may be 
very commodious for immerſion ; but till 


perſons who are to be iinmerſed, ſtand in need 


of ſome additional accommodation. The 
Doctor therefore conjectures, p. 118, that near 
to this river there ſtood a houſe ; for ſays he, 
No doubt there was a houſe by the river.” 
No doubt, ſays the Doctor! Why then, it is 


abſolutely certain there was a houſe, and that 


is houſe was by the river. And now having 

a houſe and a river ſo near each other, the 
one for changing dreſſes, and the other for 
immerſion, our Doctor is charmed, thinks it 
a molt eligible ſpot, and ſpeaks of it as one 
who had been intimately acquainted both with 
the houſe and river: for ſays he, No place 


could be more proper for the adminiſtration 
of baptiſm, by immerſion, than that river, 


with the conveniency of that houſe.” _ Nay, 


he is very poſitive, that “ Lydia and others. 


had been baptized in that very place ;**: and 
then conjectures that the jailer and family 
were baptized there too. He really ſpeaks 


with as much aſſurance as if he had been an : 


eye-witnels, and 'a companion of the Apoſtle 


Paul; and yet he knows as much about it, as 


he does of the man behind the moon. 
However, it is really very fine! A well-con- 
ſtrated plan! Ana the Doctor ſhall paſs for 
no bad genius! For he and I, having been 
RT in the buſineſs, know exceedingly 
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well what is convenient for immerſion. But 
as the Doctor is ſo well acquainted with this 
houſe and its conveniency, he can inform us, 
how near it was to the r . 3 and whether it 


was a meeting-houſe, and what kind of veſtry 


it had; whether a partition ran acroſs the 
middle, and what flight of ſteps from the 
river to the houſe. All this, I am ſure, he 
muſt know as well as the houſe itſelf; and 
then indeed, as the Doctor ſays, © no place 
could be more proper for the adminiſtration 
of baptiſm by immerſion.” 

But now, after all, ſhould this houſe be only 


ahouſe in the air, a mere domus in nubibus, or, 


what 1s equally as bad, in cerebro Jenkinſonio, 
why then all is marred again. Andnow there 
is no houſe by the river; no veſtry in the 
houſe; no partition acroſs the veltry; no 
| Reps from the river to the houſe, and ſo no 
_ conveniency for baptizing by immerſion : for 
it was, as the Doctor ſays, the conveniency 
of that houſe that rendered it ſo proper; but 
now the houſe is gone, the conveniency 1s 
gone too, and the Doctor muſt take another 
turn at fabrication. | 
Well, the Scriptures ſay, 0 John id bey. 
tize in the wilderneſs.” A wilderneſs is a 
very unpromiſing ſpot for accommodation. 
What then? The Doctor is at no loſs any 
where. Here he goes to erecting accommoda- 
tion houſes—no, not houſes, but tents 3 for 
the is a great * in the article of 
| fitneſs ; 
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fitneſs ; and tents are good enough in con- 
ſcience for a wilderneſs. * The people,“ 
ſays he, p. 121, “ hearing John, no doubt 
had tents in the ee for their refreſh- 


ment and reſt, and which they might uſe upon 
this occaſion.” But the Doctor does not ſay 


how the tents came there, whether the people 


brought them from Judea, or found them 
ready ſet up to their hands, and the owners 
fled ; and ſo obtained a ready-furniſhed and 
cheap accommodation. It is true, the Scrip- 
tures ſay nothing about it; yet the Doctor 
fays; © no doubt they had tents.” And the 
Doctor is very willing I ſhould lend him a 
helping hand in this fancy-building trade; for 
ſays the Doctor, © he allows that many things 
might be done, of which the Scripture takes 
No notice.” Well, Doctor, and what of that? 


Why, ſays he, this is enough for us!” and 


directly falls to the trade of tent- making. 


But now about their cloaths, —Of theſe 


the Doctor ſays, <* they were neither nume- 
rous nor burdenſome.”*. Nay, but what is 
their number, or weight, to the point in quel- 
tion? Did they bring a change of raiment 
with them; or did they find dreſſes, as well 


as dwellings, i. e. tents, ready for uſe, in the 


wilderneſs ? If,” ſays the Doctor, “the Scrip- 


ture has ſaid nothing about them, it was be- 


cauſe the circumſtances were implied in the 
tranſacdion, and the recital was unneceſſary.“ 
This is not conjecture, but merely a peſitio 
171 ; Enna, 


* 
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principii ; ; the Doctor ſhould firſt prove they 


were immerſed, and then he might, very pro- 


perly, relinquiſh his trade of houſe and tent- 
making. Could he do this, his anſwer might 


paſs ; but to fly to conjecture and petitio prin- 


cipii, though well enough in a poet, or a de- 
claimer, is, in a queſtion of divinity, a moſt 
mean and pitiful mode of acting, and ſuited 
only to a genius the moſt penurious.— Thus 

we leave his wild con jectures: and ſo paſs to, 
II. His weak criticiſm. Our Doctor thinks 
proper, to exerciſe his critical {kill on the 


terms Ga lo and Gar THEY Of Banl.- * 


Though I did not conſider this as a proper 
word to be introduced into this debate, be- 
cauſe it is never uſed with reſpect to the or- 
dinance in queſtion ; yet, to make it evident 
that the Baptiſts can derive no advantage from 
ET preſented the reader with a view of its 
uſe i in ſeven different inſtances. And as all 
theſe inſtances are allowed to be genuine, the 
Doctor contents himſelf with hazarding a 
round aſſertion, and a few random remarks. 
He roundly afſerts, in Pp. 111, that “ every 
inſtance is againſt me.” I aſk, how is ever 


inſtance againſt me? 1 intended to ſhew, that 


the ſeven different inſtances expreſſed ſeyen 
different modes of action, and this they do 
in the plaineſt and moſt ſtriking manner. — 
The firſt inſtance expreſſes plunging; the 
| Tecond, a partial dipping; © the. Faw the 
Aaining of a garment ; the. fourth, the wet- 
| ting 


< 28 


4 
* 


rw .o = 3, 


DI #- 


* 


* * 
I. 


(. 0-1] 


ting 105 a human body by the dew; the fiſth, 
a lake ſtained with the blood of 0 frog; the 
ſixth, the colouring of a face with waſhes ; 
the ſeventh, the ſtaining of a hand by ſqueez- 
ing a ſubſtance. Now, if theſe inſtances are 
every one againſt me, it muſt. be, becauſe 

they expreſs neither of the things ſpecified ; 
and therefore Gal can neither mean plung- 
ng, nor ſtaining, nor wetting' with dew, nor, 
in ſhort, any thing elſe. Bu We ſuppoſe, at 

for proof of this. round aſſertion, -I ;muſt 
| have recourſe tothe random remarks, which, 
becauſe they are marks of genius, I ſhall take 
care that they be properly named and num- 
bered. As, the diminutive - the decent 
the dogmatic the decrepit—the didactic 
the diyerting—the duplicious. of each 1 in 
their order. WA : 
Ee The diminutive remark. 1 had ting 
led ix. 31 awhere | it is faid, * Thou ſhalt plunge 
me; #%purw,.in the mire.” Upon this the Doc- 
tor remarks, © © if he had ade 04 Greek, he 
Would have known, that.evres does not ſignify 

Wo merely, but a ditch, or common ſewer.” 
Be it ſo; what is the difference ? This remark 
18 ſufficiently diminutive ; for as it operates 
on neither fide, the inſtance being made nei- 
5 7 ſtronger nor eke it is of no manner 

Wife 

* he decent W 155 deſigned this 
as an inſtance of partial dipping ; that though 
the band i is ſaid, to ane been A it woe 
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bable he only dipped or wetted is fing ers? 
ends. To this the Doctor ſays, * Judas's Rand 


was dipped, as far as it was put into thediſh” 
[He might as well haveſaid, Judas's hand was 


dipped as far as it was dipped.] Whether 


the word mean a total or "ag dipping, eir- 
cuniſtances muſt determine. This Temark 
is decent enough to paſs. 

III. The fy ca remark. 'This inſtance 


was to ſhew, that baptizing was expreſſive 


of ſtaining. Upon which the Doctor re- 
marks, © Rev. xix. 13. ſpeaks of a veſture 
ſtained with blood, no otherwiſe than by dip- 
ping; and this only i is expreſſive of the depth 

of Chriſt's ſufferings; as Mr. Henry ſays, on 
- the parallel place, Ifaiah xliii. 3“ This re- 
mark of the Doctor's, though exceſſively dog- 
matic, has not ſo much as one word of truth 
in it. For neither dpes this text, Rev. xix. 3. 
ſpeak at all of the ufferings of Chriſt, but 
only of his conqueſts ; nor. does Ifa- Ain. 
which the Doctor calls a parallel place, m 0 
the leaſt mention of a garment ſtained by 5 
ping, but ſays poſitively, Their blood ſhall 
be ſprinkled on my garments, and I will ſtain 
all my raiment.“ 

IV. The decrepit remark. pts inlfacice 
was produced to ſhew, that a human body 
wet with dew, is ſaid to have been baptized. 
To this the Doctor replies, When Nebu- 


chadnezzar's body was wet with dew, Can, 
a paſſive word was made uſe of, to * | 


C 24. ) 
that he was covered with dew.” I call this a 
lame remark, (1.) Becauſe the Doctor, to 
ſerve a preſent turn, has foiſted in the par- 
ticiple © covered,” inſtead of the word wet; 


and by the ſame diſtorted rule, that he claims 
the privilege of ſhoving in the word © covered, 4 


any. other perſon has an equal Tight to put in 


the word * ſprinkled”? nay, he would have 


more reaſon on his fide in doing this, becauſe 


it is by ſprinkling that the dew produces wet- 
neſs. And (2.) if the Doctor meant to de- 
rive any advantage by noting that cc is 
paſſive: „it was a poor 

becauſe if the paſſive of Bana ſignify « being 
wet, Sale! in its active form, will as certainly 
ſignify ©wetting :* and then the conſequence 


will be, that to wet a perſon in any mode, is 


to baptize him. Tk 
V. The didactic remark- This reſpects the 
colouring of a lake with the blood 57 a frog. 
* The colouring of a lake,” ſays the Doctor, 
js a poetical metaphor, borrowed from the 
uſe of the word in dying; that the lake was, 
as it were, dyed in blood.” „ This remark is 
called didactic, on account of the inſtruction 
it conveys; for it teaches us (l. ) that the true 
Baptiſt method of ſhifting off evidence, is to 
turn the alledged inſtance into metaphor as It 
were; and (2.) that if aſmall quantum of blood 
ſtain a lake, the lake itſelf is, as it were, put 
into that ſmall quantum of blood. I his lellon, 
however, 1 1s but a very poor one, as it Were: 
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1. The dixerting remark. The fubjec 
70 this remark is the comedian's colouring 
his face by laying on waſhes. The colour- 
ing,” ſays the Boctor, ee of the comedian's 
face is a like metaphor, to ſignify that he, as 
it were, dyed it; and J can fee no impro- 
priety in the ſuppoſition, that he. dipped his 
face in the waſh, which, to repreſent a tawney 
face, was the more likely method to colour 
his ſkin, than to lay it on by piece- meal with 
his hand. ty This is a diverting remark; be- 
cauſe it would have been a funny fight, to 
have ſeen the fellow popping his face into the 
waſh-tub; and then, after he had coloured i it 
ro have perceived, that it was dyed'— 
it were. 
We come now to the lalt remark. 85 8 am 
much pleaſed with. the Doctor 8 finiſhing 
ſtrokes, for they are enerally of a more co. 
mical caſt than, any 5 the preceding. . And 
tis being of a curious complexion, we call it, 
VII. The duplicious remark, 7 i. e. a remark 
with two comical faces; and relates to that 
inſtance reſpecting the ſtaining of the band, 
by preſling a ſubſtance, On. Which the Doc- 
tor thus remarks ; © To ſtain the hand, by 
preſling it on a ſubſtance, ſhews the ſubſtance 
Was, — or emitted, a | liquid, "which co, 
loured the hand as far as it was dipped in it.“ 
Now the reader will readily "diſcern, that the 
dilſundire or] which, ſtands between the 
words © was and emitted, renders it _ 
| ſary 
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fury to take the remark in two ways, and to 
pay a proper attention to both its parts. 
. Whentaken in one way, it runs thus: To 
ſtain the hand by preſſing it on a /ui/tance, 


ſhews the /ubRance was a liquid, which Co 
loured the hand, as far as it was dipped in it.“ 


From this face of the-remark, we collect theſe 


two ſpecial pieces of nonſenſe : (i.) that a ſub- 
ſtance, by ſtaining the hand that preſſes it, 
diſcovers itſelf to be a liquid; and (2.) that 
preſſing the hand on a ſubſtance, and dipping 
it into a liquid, is the ſame thing. 


But if we take it in the other way, it reads 


thus : Jo {tain the hand, by prefling it on 
a ſud/tance, ſhews the ſubſtance emitted a li- 


quid, which coloured the hand, [a 28 o 


truiſm !] as far as it was dipped into it.“ 
Dipped into it; 1. e. into it, the ſubſtangg 


or into it, the liquid: I am not able to- 
ſay which. If the liquid, it will afford this 


ridiculous idea; that the hand is dipped into 
that liquid, which is forced out of a ſubſtance 


by its own preſſure. If the ſubſtance, then 


the idea is more ridiculous ſtill; for this is 


ſaying, that the hand is dipped into a ſubſtance, | 


when it only preſſes it.—In ſhort, take it 
which way we will, either up or down, acroſs 
or aſlant, in part or in whole, it is a mere 


maſs of abſurdity, and one of the moſt ples: 


nary pieces of pure nonſenſe, that erer was 
; crammed into three lines and a half.- nog 
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Vet it muſt be obſerved, chat though the 
Doctor has publiſhed pure nonſenſe, I have 
no defign to affirm, that he is deſtitute of plain, 
common ſenſe. This apparent deficiency is 
rather to be accounted for, by conſidering 
the natural effect of a falſe ſyſtem on the hu- 
man mind. The Doctor's ſyſtem. compels 
him to maintain, that Gale ſignifies dip- 
ping, and dipping only ; while the inſtances 
produced, on the other fide, prove directly 
the contrary : the conſequence is, that the 
Doctor, to avoid the force .6f theſe adverſe 
inſtances, is driven to the neceſſity of ad- 
vancing that —which amounts to nothing, I. 
II. —or is evidently falſe, III. —or miſerably 
lame, IV. —or merely fanciful, V-— or highly 
diverting, VI.—or downright nonſenſe, VII. 
Ihe fame influence of a bad ſyſtem I mean 
now to exemplify on the term «71: ; which, 
inſtead of a minute attention to all his Ss, 
_ conjectures, fancies, and follies, will ſuffici- 
ently convince a candid inquirer of the entire 
fallacy of his ſcheme. I attend, in the next 
ples to what he ſays, . 

FF. Of ganligu.— The Doctor, in introduc- 
ing this term, expreſſes himſelf, p. 113, as 
1 10 ows ; © Now think this word LGH of 
| importance, though Mr. E. does not, towards 

ſettling the meaning of Gan becauſe as it is 
' Rs root, it is a kind of genus, and the deri- 
vative its . _ as the ſpecies can never 

contradict 


_— 


(5). 


contradict the leading idea of the genus, ſs 
if 227)» mean to dip, [24n1:{w can never mean to 
ſprinkle. Accordingly, let us attend to what 
he offers to prove, that the latter ever had that 
fignification.” The reader will eaſily per- 
ceive, that we are called upon, by this quo- 


tation, to attend to the influence of a bad 


ſyſtem, with reſpect to the doctrine of genus 
and ſpecies, 55 
When the Doctor ſays, the ſpecies can ne- 


ver contradict the leading idea of the genus,” 


he is certainly very right; but when he adds, 


*fo if Perl [the genus] mean to dip, Ganlige 


{the ſpecies] can never mean to ſprinkle,” he 
is too reſerved; for inſtead of telling us 
what it does not, he ſhould have told us what 
it does mean. This, however, he has, done 
in p. 115, where he inſiſts, that i ws 
merſion, and immerſion only.“ But had/he 


ſald as much in this place, it would, at firſt. 


fight, have aſſumed its own ridiculous form; 


for then he would have affirmed, that if Gawlw, 
'the genus, meantodip,4-vbCeytheſpecies,mull 


meandipping,anddipping only; and thus we 
ſhould have had a curious and contemptible 
exhibition of the doctrine of genus and ſpe- 
cies. But, to ſet this matter in a elear light, 
it will be neceſſary to explain the doctrine, 
and then compare it, ſo explained, with that 
laid down by our Docto. bt 
I Theterm *genus' denotes a © general word,” 
comprehending a variety of kinds, or *ſorts.” 
The word ſpecies' implies thoſe kinds, or 


* 
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= included in the general word, or genus, 
e. g.“ All fleſh is not the ſame fleſh ; but there 


is'one kind [ſpecies] of fleſh of men, another 


of beaſts, another of fiſhes, and another of 


birds.“ In this inſtance, the term * fleſh' is 


the genus, including the fpectes or forts ;-that 
of men, of beaſts, of fiſhes, and of birds, is 
expreſſive of the ſpecies, or kinds, included 
in the genus. 


Jo conſtitute _a © genus,” it is eſſential tat 


ie contain two, three, or more ſpecies * it is 
alſo eſſential to © ſpecies? or ſorts, that each 
mould differ from the other, and that no two 
mould be alike- Thus in the example now 
mentioned, the genus © fleſh* contains four 
ſpecies, or forts ; ; and theſe ſpecies are all va- 
Tious, ** there is one kind of fleſh of men, 


another of beaſts, another of fiſhes, and ano- 


ther of birds.” Every genvs, therefore, muſt 


.... Contain, at leaſt, two ſpecies, or it cannot be 


a genus; and between the ſpecies there muſt 
be a difference, otherwiſe they cannot be 
ip eri: | 

As all this muſt de ſufficiently evident, 1 
ſhall now introduce our Poctor. His genus, 
as he ſays, means to dip; his ſpecies, hor he 
has only one,) ſignifies immerſion and immer- 
ſion only. The genus is dipping, and the 
ſpecies is dipping, and dipping only. Now as 
ſpecies ſignify kinds or ſorts, included in the 


genus, | our Doctor, when reduced to form, 
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One kind of dipping—is dipping another 
kind of dipping—is dipping, and dipping only; 
another kind of dipping—1s dipping, and no- 
thing but dipping; another kind of— Ho 
exceſſively. fooliſh is all this! fays ruſtic.— 
Stop, maſter Ralph, — more reverence to a 
diploma. But what makes it ſound fo droll 
Nos h? Why, Sir, it is not becauſe the Doc- 
tor 5 loſt his ſenſes, but, being in a hurry, 
he had not time to look up ſpecies, and to 
place differentia between them. Well then, 
ſays ruſtic, if that be all, I with Tea beiter 
luck another time. 
Notwithſtanding this, as there i is one way 
of doing it, I am inclined to reduce our Doc- 
tor to a better ſhape. For, as his genus“ 
means to dip, and one of his- ſpecies' ſigni- 
fies dipping, we ſhall bring him into ſome 
form, by adding to his ſolitary one a few 
more /pecies, with a little differentia between 


each. This being done, the Doctor's ſcheme 


will ſtand thus: one kind of dipping—is dip- 
ping; another kind of dipping—is pouring; 
another kind of dipping—is ſprinkling ; ano- 


| ther kind of dipping—1s ſtaining ; and thus 


the Doctor's freak will aſſume ſome degree of 
formality. For as all deformity requires ſome 
{mall decoration, it was very unwiſe in the 
Doctor, to think of paſſing off his folly, ſo 
totally deſtitute of form. One thing indeed 
may be urged in his favour, and that is, that 
jome ſchemes will not bear it; and the Doe: 
tor's 


we „ 
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tor's is of that nature, that to attempt to re- 
duce it to form, is to render it ſtill more 


frightful. 


7 here is hardly an argument or eritiellm 
made uſe of by Dr. Jenkins, but what is re- 
ducible to ſophiſm or ſillineſs; and yet I do 
not mean to ſay, that the Doctor himſelf is 


either a ſophiſt or ſilly; he has too much 
ſenſe for the one, and too little for the other. 
The fault is not ſo much in the Doctor, as in 


the Doctor's ſyſtem. It ſignifies nothing, who 


the writer is, whether Mr. Booth, Dr. Sten- 
nett, or Dr. Jenkins; for if the ſyſtem to be 
| defended, be fundamentally wrong, the mode 


of defence will as certainly be weak. 

E. G. The late Dr. Stennett, a man, whoſe 
fine parts would have done honourto any com- 
munity, has attempted to ſhape thoſe words of 
the Apoſtle,Ji=0pcr ExnÞ,ouer, diverſæablutiones, 


divers baptiſms, to the Baptiſt ſcheme. But 
the method of doing this being curious to 


a high degree, the reader may ſee it in the 
Doctor's own words: © The various plung- 


ings,” ſays he. of prieſts, levites, and people, 


for conſecration. &c. are the different ſpecies 


of the genus dippings.“ That is—plung- 
ings are the ſpecies—dippings the 2 
Thus plungings are the ſpecies' of the 


nus? plunging s. Juſt as if the Doctor nad 
ſaid. e are of various kinds, ſo 


one kind of plungings, is plungings! It is 


. thus a bad _ ſhackles men of EYE 25 
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and urges'them to ſpeak more abſurdly than 
thoſe who have none. f 
As Mr Kinghorn, on this part of the ſ aba 
ject, has but dichtly noticed me, I ſhall do 
the lame reſpecting bim. He ſays, p. 26, 
« Let us once more rant Mr. Edwards's re- 
preſentation ; ; We hall be no loſers by it.“ 
My repreſentation, in p. :62, to which he 
| alludes, is this, that “though there has 
been much diſpute about the word © baptize,? 
ſome athrming it to mean immerſion only, 
others aſperſion, as well as immerſion; vet, 
properly ſpeaking, it means neither of.them, 
It has been uſed for all modes of waſhing, 
ſprinkling, pouring, and iminerſion ; whereas 
it does not expreſs the ond, nor the other, but 
wafhing only, and this may be done in either 
of the modes; and, therctore, when we read 
of any perſon or thing being baptized, we 
cannot conclude, from the word itſeit, whether 
it was done by affuſion, alperſion, or im- 
merſion. 
Let us,” ſays Mr. Kinghorn, grant this; 
we ſhall be no loſers by it.” lt is very true, 
no one can properly be a loſer by admitting 
truth ; but then the Baptiſt ſyſtem muſt be 
a loſer, becauſe every one who grants this, 
does thereby grant, that a perſon may be bap- 
tized who is not immerſed. But if Mr. King- 
horn be a {tiff Baptiſt, who contends that im- 
merſion is efſential to baptiſm, and can, at 
the une Ane grant, without being a We 
| that 


that Gunlitw does no more ſignify immerſion 
than ſprinkling ; he muſt needs be in poſ- 


feſſion of a very pretty polemic device, by 


means of which he can give away the whole 
in debate, and yet be never the poorer. He 
is really a very happy diſputant; for let him 
take which ſide of the queſtion he may, and 
carry on the debate how he will, it would be 
utterly impoſſible'to ſtarve him out, or make 
him give way a ſingle inch. And if two ſuch 
knowing ones as Mr. Kinghorn, ſhould hap- 
pen to meet on the contrary ſides of a queſtion, 
we ſhould then have an everlaſting and invin- 
cible pair of diſputants. And not only ſo, 


but could he transfer this pretty knack of his, 


from the polemic, to the mercantile world, 
he would confer a great and laſting benefit 
on mankind; for then, many a poor fellow, 
whole circumſtances are now dwindling, 


would be able to ſave himſelf from all the 


Horrors of a King's-Bench, and all the in- 
conveniences of bankruptcy. | . 
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